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PREFACE 


The aim of the studies presented in this volume is twofold. First, a 
large number of Indo-European kinship terms will be given new, and 
hopefully definitive, solutions. Among them are such important terms 
as brother, sister, daughter, grandson—granddaughter, uncle—aunt, 
grandfather—grandmother, and others, but also such much wider terms 
as house, clan, people, and the various terms used for “‘free”’ in the 
Indo-European languages. Secondly, and no less importantly, the 
picture emerging from these investigations shall be subjected to a 
thorough scrutiny from the anthropological angle. The criticism will 
concentrate on more recent attempts at solving this overall problem, 
attempts which can be characterized as would-be Marxist interpreta- 
tions, Omaha theories, and a theory, containing a greater measure of 
truth, whose outstanding characteristic can be pinpointed with the 
term avunculate. 

The studies are the result of work carried out in the summer 
semester and the vacations of 1976, although some of the ideas ad- 
vanced go back a long way. At the end of this arduous period of 
sustained effort it is a great pleasure for me to thank at least some 
of those who have had a share in the production of this work: 
Mrs. Brigitte Dollner and Mrs. Margarete Kimminich, who have pro- 
duced a readable typescript from an often almost illegible and in many 
places undeniably outlandish manuscript; my students Paul Kent 
Andersen and Rolf Schulze, who have valiantly coped not only with 
the difficult task of compiling an, it is hoped, useful index, but also 
with a number of specific detail investigations; and my assistant Bela 
Brogyany1, M.A., who has cheerfully met a ceaseless flow of demands 
for books, and more books. 

Last not least, my thanks go to Professor Jacques Duchesne- 
Guillemin who, from the start, offered, most encouragingly, a shelter 
for these studies and has borne with admirable fortitude with the 
author’s ever growing requirements of space. 


Freiburg, 12th October, 1976. Oswald SZEMERENYI. 


ABBREVIATIONS 


{1) Periodicals are, as a rule, cited under the abbreviated title adopted in the 


UNESCO Bibliographie Linguistique. 


(2) The abbreviations used for kin-types are given in 32.4., for m and w in 


32.6.4. 2. 


(3) For abbreviations of book-titles see the References, p. 207f. 
are used: 


(4) For languages the following abbreviations 


Bret. 


Afghan 
Armenian 
Avestan 

Breton 

Buddhist Sogdian 
Christian Sogdian 
English 

French 

Gaulish 
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Greek 

German 
Germanic 
Gothic 
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Lycian 

Middle 
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Middle Low German 
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Middle Welsh 
New 

New English 

New Persian 

Old 
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Old Irish 

Old Norse 
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Old Russian 
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Ossetic 

Pahlavi 

Parthian 

Persian 

Polish 
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Rumanian 
Russian 
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0. INTRODUCTION ™ 


Ever since the first systematic investigation of the field was presented 
by Delbriick in 1889, the kinship terminology of the Indo-European 
languages has been in the centre of studies concerning Indo-European 
paleontology, and used to reconstruct the family and tribal structure 
of the Indo-Europeans. But while, gratifyingly, anthropologists have 
lately joined in the search, and have succeeded in throwing unexpected 
light on basic problems of the IE family structure’, linguists seem, 
for the most part, to have reached the stage where they are content 
simply to hand on the knowledge unearthed by their predecessors, 
without adding anything new themselves*. Linguistic studies re- 
present a typical discipline, in which, to be sure, revolutions do occur 
from time to time—as is taught by Thomas S. Kuhn (but cf. Percival 
1976). Nonetheless, in them the fund of knowledge, slowly built 
up by the cumulative efforts of generations of scholars, is never 
jettisoned wholesale at the advent of a revolution but, on the one 
hand, to an amazing extent survives unscathed, on the other, conti- 
nues to increase as a result of the renewed efforts of each generation. 
This is particularly true of diachronic studies. It is for this reason 
that I present the following researches, in the hope that some of my 
results will be confirmed, and others will be replaced by better ones 
through the joint effort of fellow-workers in the field, the general 
effect being, nonetheless, a slight increase in the fund of knowledge 
referred to. 

It might be useful if the reader learns at the outset which elements 
of the problematic field he will encounter; the numbers indicate the 
sections in which the term in question is discussed. The field is divided 
into three sectors? : 


* To facilitate the use of this study a word-index appears at the end, for which 
readers and author are indebted to Messrs. Paul Andersen and Rolf Schulze, students 
of the University of Freiburg i.Br. 

' See, e.g., Friedrich 1966, esp. p. 21 f.; and Gates 1971, esp. p. 39f. — Less 
happy has heen the effort of certain Marxist scholars to illuminate the IE field with 
the help of antiquated anthropological matter. cp. Galtan’s severe critique of Isatenko’s 
construct, and Gates’ telling remarks 197] : 42, 735, 7422. 

7 Among the few laudable exceptions one should mention Benveniste, see 1965, and 
1969 ; 205. 

9 For the groups sce Nogle 1974: 65, 73f., 82; Gates 1971: 40-41; and cp. Buck 
1949 : 79. 
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(1) Terms denoting consanguineals : 


(1) FATHER (7) GRANDFATHER (13) NEPHEW 
(2) MOTHER (8) GRANDMOTHER (14) NIECE 
(3) SON (9) GRANDSON (15) COUSIN (male) 
(4) DAUGHTER (10) GRANDDAUGHTER (16) COUSIN (fem.) 
(5) BROTHER (11) UNCLE 
(6) SISTER (12) AUNT 
(II) Terms denoting affinals : 
(17) FATHER-IN-LAW (23) WIDOW 
(18) MOTHER-IN-LAW (24) HUSBAND'S BROTHER 
(19) DAUGHTER-IN-LAW (25) HUSBAND'S SISTER 
(20) SON-IN-LAW (26) HUSBAND'S BROTHER’S WIFE 
(21) HUSBAND (27) WIFE’S SISTER'S HUSBAND 
(22) WIFE 
(III) Zerms denoting groups : 
(28) HOUSE (30) PEOPLE 
(29) CLAN (31) FREE 


Naturally not all kinship terms will require a detailed discussion. 
Where nothing new can be proffered, it will be enough to give the 
necessary data so that the reader can see on what foundation the 
reconstruction wil] be based. Where new data or new analyses have 
made it possible to find new solutions, the discussion will have to be 
more detailed. 

But at the end of our investigations into the details of kinship 
terminology it will be imperative to look into the question, how far 
the picture emerging from our investigations squares with the frame- 
work presented by the anthropologists. Classificatory system and Oma- 
ha type, patrilineal descent and avunculate will be some of the major 
problems which will have to be (re-)examined. 


I. CONSANGUINEALS 
I. FATHER 


For FaTHer we can reconstruct IE *patér which is attested by Ind. 
pitar-, Gk. natnp, Lat. pater, Goth. fadar, Olr athir, Tokh. A pacar, 
B pacer, Arm. hayr. The word does not seem attested in Baltic, Slavic, 
and Anatolian, where we find Lithu. tévas, OCS otecs, and Hitt. attas. 
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In accord with the principles of linguistic geography, the word that 
appears in the Far East and the Far West of Indoeuropia must be 
regarded as Indo-European, that is to say, it once existed in the whole 
of Indo-European territory, including the areas that have just been 
named as exceptions. At this point, two facts are of interest : 

(a) In the East, IE *patér lost -r, cp. Ind. pita, Iran. pita, that is 
there was an Eastern IE “*paté. 

(b) Avestan has besides pitd also pid, i.e. a form in which shwa 
was lost; in other words, besides paté there was also the variant “*p¢é. 

These facts elucidate the Lithuanian form: in ¢é of tévas it reflects 
the inherited *pré, since initial pf- was simplified to t-*. The second 
syllable -vas is either a second word or is the product of contamination 
with another word in the semantic field (e.g. *awos, see 7. below). 

For Slavic, too, it has been suggested that the (OR.) word stry/ 
“uncle, father’s brother” contains in str- the IE initial group prr-, 
but this seems less certain than in the case of Lithu. tévas*. Be this as 
it may, the everyday Slavic word for father is otscs which derives 
from an earlier *otikos. Since an IE “atta “father” is attested in 
various languages, it is clear that *otikos developed from “attikos, a 
derivative formed with the suffix -ikos from *atta. In contrast to the 
formal word *patér, *atta was an informal word of the familiar lan- 
guage, which at first lived side by side with *patér but later ousted it. 
This happened not only in Slavic, but also in Anatolian: Hittite has 
attas, Luwian tatis, and Palaic papas, that is different onomatopoeic 
forms. It is noteworthy in this context that, whereas English or German 
still have the inherited father, Vater, Gothic fadar is a hapax, the 
common word is atta. 

These isolated innovations do not alter the fact that the normal 
word for father was “*patér. In addition, however, there were several 
nursery-type words like “atta, *pappa, etc. 


2. MOTHER 


For MorHeErR an JE *mdatér is even more compellingly attested by 
Ind. mdtar- (nom. sg. mata), Gk. patnp, Lat. mater, Olr. mathir, 
OE mdédor, OHG muotar, OCS mati, Lithu. motyna (: the old word 
moté usually means *‘woman, wife’’, but in the dialects it still has the 


* Szemerényi, Welt der Slaven 12, 1967, 282f. 
5 See Szemerényi, l.c. 
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meaning ‘“‘mother”), Tokh. A macar, B mdcer, Arm. mayr. Only in 
Anatolian do we find an innovation, this time the same word in all 
dialects, cp. Hitt. annay; this is again a nursery word, found even 
outside the IE group, cp. Hung. anya (: atya “‘father’’). 

2.1. As to the origin of the two terms, we can state the following. 

Since -ter- is well-known as an agent-suffix, it is not surprising that 
*pater- and *mdater- should have been interpreted as agent-nouns al- 
ready in the early nineteenth century by, amongst others, Bopp and 
Pott® : *pa- was regarded as the weak form of *pd- (or *pd-) “protect” 
so that *pater- meant the “protector”’ while *mdrer- was derived from 
ma- in Ind. mda- ‘“measure’’®. 

But it could not be ignored for long that both words showed in their 
root-part a remarkable resemblance to such well-known nursery-words 
as papa, mama, or the shorter pa, ma. Already around the middle of 
the last century Bohtlingk opined that the kinship terms in -tar- were 
comparatively late reformations of earlier terms®, but the clearest 
formulation of this idea was given by Kretschmer (1896: 354 f.) who 
claimed that in this matter ‘‘kann ich mich auf die Aussagen sachver- 
standiger Mitter stiitzen. Sie behaupten, daB das Kind die Laute 
ma-ma frither hervorbringe als die Laute pa-pa; letztere machen ihm 
mehr Schwierigkeiten und werden erst spater zu Stande gebracht. Ur- 
sache ist wohl, daB das Kind die Muskeln des Gaumensegels noch 
nicht geniigend zu regieren versteht. Da nun die Mutter, die Amme 
und andere weibliche Angehorige sich mit dem Kinde in seinen ersten 
Lebensjahren weit mehr beschaftigen als der Vater, so ist es begreif- 
lich, daB sie die ersten lallenden Laute auf sich beziehen, wahrend der 
Mann erhalt, was tibrig bleibt. Natiirlich war so nur der urspriing- 
liche Vorgang, durch welchen die Bedeutungsverteilung ein fiir alle 
mal] geregelt ist’. 


* Cp. Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 693. 

7 In our times this view has been upheld by, e.g., Burrow, TPS 1949: 38f., SOF; 
Schmitt-Brandt 1967: 17 fn. 13, Devoto 1970: 31 (: in all likelihood “il protettore al 
livello del gregge familiare che conduce al pascolo”’). Regrettably, it has to be acknow- 
icdged that Galton was too optimistic when he thought (1957: 125) that in attacking the 
““protector’’-view Isacenko was “flogging a dead horse”. 

* This was the view of, e.g., Bopp and Fick, see Delbriick 1889; 384f,—This view 
was of course disproved as soon as it became clear thal Lat. métiri and other cognates 
proved that the IE form was *mé-. 

* Wackernagel-Debrunner (1954: 693) quote Bohtlingk’s Uber die Sprache der 
Jakuten, 1851, p. VII, and Bohtlingk-Roth, Sanskrit-W6rterbuch 5, 699 A., but the 
former passage seems to me rather dubious though the latter is quite unequivocal. 
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This view has been held by numerous scholars?° but it appears 
perhaps at its most attractive and persuasive in Roman Jakobson's 
study “Why ‘Mama’ and ‘Papa’?’’. The paper is based on G. P. Mur- 
dock’s study, in which 1072 forms for parents were examined, 531 for 
the mother, 541 for the father. Jakobson shows that in these forms 
stops and nasals predominate. Labials and dentals are much more 
frequent than velars, and of the vowels the open ones, especially a, are 
the most frequent. The structure CV seems almost compulsory. In a 
transitional period papa is connected with the parent who happens to 
be present, while mama is the request for the fulfilment of a want or 
for the parent who is absent, primarily for the mother '*. 

Thus we can now regard as proved what had been known for a 
very long time, ie. that papa-mama are almost natural expressions for 
the persons concerned, in other words that JE *partér and “mater do 
indeed have their basic syllables from the world of the nursery. It can 
only be asctibed to inexcusable ignorance if even today it is reiterated 
that *patér is the “protector” (and what is *mdrér?). The matter 
becomes even worse when, by introducing modish laryngeals, the 
familiar forms are transmuted into *pHtér and *maHrér (or even 
*me H,ter)—as if any infant had ever summoned his parents with *peH 
and *meH, or *paH and *mad, with aspirated, or laryngealized, forms, 
of which Murdock’s material shows no trace whatever '?. 

2.2. A last point concerns the nature of the suffix -ter-. As we have 
seen, many scholars identify it with the agent suffix -ter-, although it 


1° Cf., ¢.g.. Walde-Hofmann II] 264 and 50; Pokorny 1959: 829 and 694, 700 f.; 
Buck 1949: 93f., 103, Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 693; Gonda, Lingua 6, 1957, 
298; Frisk Lf 232, 482: Devoto 1970: 31 (Sor ‘mother’!); Chantraine 1974; 865. 

'' Cp. Malinowski’s remark (ap. C.K. Ogden & I.A. Richards, The meaning of 
meaning, °1930, 319f.): “I have noticed in two children that at the stage where 
distinct syllables begin to be formed the repeated sound, ma, ma, ma... appears when 
the child is dissatisfied generally, when some essential want is not fulfilled or some 
general discomfort is oppressing it. The sound altracts the most important obdject in its 
surroundings, the mother. and with her appearance the painful state of mind is remedied. 
Can it be that ... (he sound mama ... hus produced in a great number of human 
languages the rool ma for mother?". 

12 1967. I expressed my fear that strict laryngcalists might produce such forms as 
*mahter-, or even *mell,ter- (sec Phonctica 17, 92 fn. 85). I had not realized that my 
fears were only too well founded: alrcady in 1966, Fnedrich had produced these 
forms (1966: 8), and similar forms were ventured subsequently by Ebeling, in: To 
honor R. Jakobson 1. 1967, 580, and more recently by G. Schmidt (1973: 73f.). and 
especially by Beekes (KZ 86, 1972, 45 f.; Glotta 51. 1973. 232) who even had the temerity 
of “arguing” that “the idea of a basic ‘Lallwort’ pd is already impossible because of the 
laryngeal” (1972: 46)—as if the laryngeal were an established quantity! Cf. also G, 
Doerfer, Lautgesetz und Zufall, 1973, 23 f. 
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is hard to see what such a suffix can have to do with an onomatopoeic 
base. Benveniste (1969 : 212) thought that -¢er- was neither the suffix 
of agent nouns nor that of the comparative. But, oddly enough, he 
overlooked other possibilities, which are free of the difficulties inherent 
in these solutions. According to Goidanich, -fer- would be hypocoris- 
tic'> but this assumption finds no support in IE facts. On the other 
hand, the contrastive function, especially well-known in the (later) 
thematized form -tero-1*, suits our pair very well, and I am glad to be 
in agreement with J. Lohmann’s conclusion !5 : “Schon die Umbildung 
der Lallwérter fiir Vater und Mutter (sicherlich ein einzigartiger Vor- 
gang in der menschlichen Sprachgeschichte!) zu dem Paar der Kontrast- 
Bildungen patér/matér (gebildet mit dem Kontrast-Suffix -t.r, das auch 
zur Bildung einer ‘Komparativ’-Form verwendet wird, und dazu mit 
der die Kontrastierung noch unterstreichenden Betonungs-Differenz!) '® 
legt Zeugnis ab fiir die allgemeine Tendenz zur ‘Intellektualisierung’ 
des Sprachbaues”’?’, 


3. SON 


The word for Son is near-identical over a large part of Indo-European 
territory. Ind. siinu-, Iran. hiinu- (Avest. hunu-**), Lithu. sunus, OCS 
syno; Goth. sunus, ON sunr, OE and OHG sunu point to the variants 
*sunus/*stinus but there can be little doubt that, as was suggested some 


13 See Goidanich, PICL 3 (1933), 1935, 302; Scritti in onore di A. Trombetti, 1938, 
215-224. 

1 It is of course probable that this possibility was blocked for Benveniste by his 
assumption that the contrast was not between -fero- : -tero-, but between -fero-: @; see, 
however, Szemerényi 1970: 181 f., and for the contrastive function here, Streitberg, IF 
35, 1915, 196f.; Jucquois 1969 : 218. 

'S Sce J. Lohmann, Philosophie und Sprachwissenschaft (Berlin 1965), 217. 

'© The accent-difference might indeed be explained in this way, but the problem 
is complex, see Kurylowicz 1968: 96f., 112, 116, 136 (but against him Aijtzetmiiller, 
Sprache 8, 1962, 53); Beekes, KZ 86, 1972, 45, 62.—For the West Germanic quantity 
rclations—seen in Engl. father/mdther and Germ. Vater/Mutter—see I. Dal, NTS 13, 
1945, 357-362. 

‘7 As is known, a linear reconstruction from the data yields a form *pa(tér). This 
can, to be sure, be regarded as the weakened form of an original pd- but it is just possible 
that there was no such weakening, that the form pa- of most JE languages represents 
JE pa-, and not pa-. In that case, of course, a special explanation must be provided for 
Aryan pi-. It would not, to my mind, be impossible to ascribe the modification to a 
blend with the most significant term in the father’s orbit, i.e. pitu- ‘food’! 

'8 In addition to the forms given by Bartholomae (1904: 1831) note K. Hoff- 
mann’s plausible suggestion (Henning Memorial Volume, 1970, 193) that the Vidévdat’s 
hazayré.hundm is corrupted from -hunim. 
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fifteen years ago by V.A. Dybo!'?, the Germanic short is due to 
secondary shortening in unaccented position. These languages, then, 
guarantee an IE “sunz-s, a clear derivative of the verbal root si- 
(: Ind. sa-ré “‘gebiert’’), which originally meant “offspring” ?° but was 
later restricted to the sole important offspring, the male. It is note- 
worthy, in a negative sense, that the word does not exhibit the kinship 
suffix -ter-. 

The fact that the word appears in a Northern belt from one end 

of Indoeuropia to the other, guarantees that it was an all-IE word. 
If in the South it seems to be or is in fact missing, that must be due to 
various innovations. 
3.1. At first sight, it would seem that Greek has no trace of *sunus. 
But I have suggested recently that *sunus survives in Aidvicosc, meta- 
thetized from *AiFoooBvosc, earlier *AiFoc¢-otvuc ‘‘son of Zeus’’?!. 
Nevertheless, there is no denying that the generally used word is the 
early vive (later, with dissimilation of u-u to u-o, vidc??) from the 
same root *sii-; some trace it to *susyus?>, but most to *su-yu-s?*. 
The latter finds support in Tokh. B soy, A se, if these do in fact derive 
from *suyu-, and are not borrowed from, e.g., Prakrit suye (< “su- 
ta-)25, , 

Mycenaean Greek has now produced a term i-ju “son” which, though 
not identical with, is close enough to the historical vite to make it very 
likely that somehow or other—surely by dissimilation—it also derives 
from early *huyus?°. If this is true, we have an isogloss which shows 


19 See Szemerényi 1964 7 329; Mayrhofer III 494. 

20 Cf. Specht 1941: 14 (: Geburt, Nachkommenschaft); Wackernagel-Debrunner 
1954: 742 (undecided); Pokorny 1959: 913 (: ‘Gebaren, Geburt’, dann ‘Leibesfrucht, 
Sohn’); Szemerényi 1964: 331. 

2! See Szemerényi, Gnomon 43, 1971, 665; JHS 94, 1974, 145. For a further 
possidle trace of *sinus see 9.3.1. below. 

22 Cf. Szemerényi 1964: 311 (with references), 320 f.; Durante, AION-L 8, 1968, 
20. 

23 See Hermann 1935: 99. 

24 See, e.g., Specht 194]: 14; Otrebski, Fs. J. Pokorny, 1967, 74 (: but suy- from 
*swei- ‘own’!); Frisk 11960; Risch 1974: 76.—Beckes’ *seu-yéus (Glotta 51, 1973, 239f.) 
is fanciful mathematics. 

25 For *suyus see Windekens, LPosn 8, 1960, 40f.; AION-L 4, 1962, 6, 12: Orbis 23, 
1975, 525, but note that in the last paper he suggests that B sds(u)wa, which is the nom.- 
acc.pl. of soy, is borrowed from Prakrit susu-/sisu- ‘lad, boy’ (: Skt. sisu-). 1 should 
also mention here that an IE *suyo-, but with the meaning ‘begetter, man’, is postulated 
by Gershevitch (The Avestan Hymn to Mithra, 1959, 267) for Av. Auydyna, interpreted 
as ‘man (and) wife’. 

2© See A. Morpurgo, Mycenaeae Graecitatis Lexicon, Rome 1963, 111f., 118; Heu- 
beck, SMEA 13, 1971, 147-155.—Godart, PP 157, 194, 271-277, proves that i-jo is 
never ‘filius’. 
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that the historical South (or East) Greek dialects cannot be directly 
descended from Mycenaean. 

But in historical times two terms become important: (Att.) Kdpoc 

and atc. 
3.1.1. The first term, attested in historical times by Att. Kdpoc, Ion. 
Kotpoc, Dor. xpos “*boy, lad; servant; son’’, and the feminine xdpn, 
Kovpn, Kopa, Arcad. KopFa “girl, bride, young wife; daughter’’, ob- 
viously developed from *korwos/*korwa which now are also known 
from the Mycenaean tablets (: ko-wo, ko-wa)’. 

There have been numerous attempts to explain the words from IE 
sources. Some wished to derive them from kKsip@ “cut” as “tonsus/ 
tonsa’’; others connected Kdpuc, so that kd6pocg meant “carrying arms, 
vigorous” in the first place; yet others thought that IE *ker- “grow” 
(cf. Gk. Kopévvupt “satiate”, Arm. serim “to be born of, to spring 
from”, Lat. credre, i.e. “born, begotten’”’?) would be a suitable base. 
Rozwadowski thought that Slavic *korw@ ‘‘cow” might be connected, 
seeing that in Slavic we have junak “young man; a brave man” and 
junecs “young bull’?®. More recently it has been suggested that 
*xopFoc contains not -w(o)- but w from a laryngeal, the ultimate 
source again being *kera- “growth, increase”, leading to ‘son, child, 
boy”’ 29. 

All these attempts ignore, or pay insufficient attention to, the fact 
that there are several cognates of these words within Greek and without, 
which suggest a quite different interpretation. 
3.1.1.1. To begin with, the Hesychian gloss képvE° veavioxoc cannot 
be separated from *xépFoc*°. The same must be said of this word and 
the Laconian xupodvioc, glossed veaviac, which is also used by 
Aristophanes (Lysistrata 983, 1248), contemptuously, in the sense of 
‘“‘whipper-snapper”; and doubtless we must also add Hesychius’ xup- 
ciov’ petpaKxtov. This means that we have to do with KopFo-, Kopv- 
and xup-, an alternation which suggests an original *kuru-, on the one 


2” For the Mycenaean use see also Szemerényi, JHS 94, 1974, 157. 

28 Cf. Rozwadowski, BSL 25, 1924, 116-117 (also for earlier explanations); Frisk 
I 92! (with the unfounded statement that xopévvup1 must be connected); Chantraine 
1970: 567-568.—Note also Ivanescu, 12th Eirene Conference (1972), 1975, 167, who 
after supporting Rozwadowski has now given up the etymon because of the “unlikely 
semantics”. 

29 See Tovar, Papers in honor of H. and R. Kahane, 1973, 863-874. 

3° The gloss xdépiy: veavioxos is no doubt transformed from xépuy as is shown 
by the Boeotian anthroponym Kopvuy, and does not present an i-extension, as was 
suggested by Specht, Ursprung der idg. Deklination, 1944, 148. 
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hand dissimilated to *koru-, on the other syncopated to *kur-3); 
*kuru-, or rather the dissimilated *koru-, led, in a form like the 
gen.pl. *korw-6n, to its being reinterpreted as a form of the o-declen- 
sion, and so to the creation of *korwos, after which the feminine 
*korwa was also ventured >. On xbpvoc see further on. 

3.1.1.2. But once the Greek evidence has established an early u-stem 
*kuru- “young man, boy”’, the comparatist has no difficulty in pointing 
to further cognates elsewhere. In recent years, it has been shown 
convincingly that the Old Iranian name Kurus had two short uw-s, 
and not a first long one as had been thought earlier on the strength of 
the Greek form Ktpoc**. And even on the question of etymology 
some advance has been achieved. Eilers rejected>* the Persians’ own 
favourite, and natural, idea that the name of Kuru§ is connected with 
their dialect-word kur “son, boy” (especially well known from Kur- 
dish) because in New Persian the word is kurre ‘‘Fiillen, Fohlen 
(von Pferd, Esel, Kamel)” and this must be traced to a proto-form 
*kurna-, or *kyna-, which can be identified with Greek Kvtpvoc 
“illegitimate son’’?>. Eilers thought (1964: 203 f., 206) that an indige- 
nous (perhaps Elamite?) source, favoured by earlier scholars, could not 
be ruled out, although he admitted that an Aryan *kuru-, that is an 
u-stem adjective, was also possible. But the derivations suggested as 
possibilities (207) cannot be accepted: *(s)ker- ‘bent, crooked”’, 
allegedly leading to *kuru- “‘schief, blind’ surely cannot be used as a 
personal name (which can only contain words of good omen)*°, nor 


>! For the dissimilation of u-u to o-w note Schwyzer 1939; 258; to his examples 
(especially xOxxu from kuku) I should add Bdotpiy from busru, Szemerényi, Gnomon 
43, 1971, 661; SBpvoa from Anatolian Aubrushi, and Mycen. d5vvé ‘decoration’ from 
Anatolian unush- ‘Schmuck’, see Szemcrényi, Gnomon 49, 1977, 6; xopvBavteg and 
xvpBavtes, both from *kurubant-.—For the syncope of u between r-s or r-n, see 
Szemerényi 1964 : 100, 272. 

32 There is no justification for Frisk’s assumption (J 921) that xépFo¢ is based on 
xOpF&.—For the transfer, based on a pivotal form, to a new declensional class, see 
Egli, Heteroklisie im Griechischen (Diss. Zurich, 1954), and note latpd¢ from iatpdv, 
gen.pl. of iathp, Szemcrényi, Gnomon 43, 197), 671. 

33 See Herzfeld, Zoroaster and his world, 1947, 91, and in: India Antiqua, 1947, 
184; Eilers, BZN 15, 1964, 180 f. (abridged version in : Acta Iranica 3, 1975, 3-9); IF 79, 
1975, 53-66; Abajev, in: Etimologija (1965), 1967, 286 f., esp. 290; and in: Mél. 
Benveniste, 1975, 7; Kutscher, CTL 6, 1970, 388. 

3* See Eilers 1964: 196 fn. 57, 203 fn. 72. 

35 The derivation of kurra from *kurna- had already been given by Bailey, TPS 1953, 
39 f.; JRAS 1953, 114 f. 

36 The word for blind is, of course, not Olran. *kuru- but Miran. kér. Eilers thinks 
(1964: 201, 214, 233-236) that there are no serious objections to deriving kér from 
*kaurava- (in its turn from kuru-) but this is simply untenable: *kaurava- would still 
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does *kel- “pierce” lead to any acceptable result. Abajev is obviously 
right in thinking?’ that the immediate source of Kuru is indeed the 
Iranian etymon seen in Kurdish kur ‘‘son, boy”, NPers. kKurre ‘foal, 
colt”, and Ossetic kur “‘steer, young ox’. He also thinks that the 
ultimate source is the verbal root *kur- “‘be born” which Gershevitch 
discovered in Ossetic (Digor) igurun “‘be born” (from *wi-kur-) and 
Sogd. wk’wr “relatives, kinsfolk?’’>%, while Bailey subsequently add- 
ed Pahl. kurrak ‘“‘foal”, Kurdish kur(r), from *kur-na-(ka-) “young of 
animals”, and on the basis of a semantic equation “be born = be 
produced” even Gathic hakurana- “co-operation”; ultimately Bailey 
would assume an Iranian *kur- rather than a possible (?) *kar-w-, and 
trace the whole group to IE *k"er- “make” in Ind. kynéti, Lithu. 
kurti “‘build’’, etc.*°. 

The upshot of all this is that Kurus is cognate with Kurd. kur(r) 
and Pahl. kurrak—both from *kur-na-(ka-)—and all derive from an 
Iranian root *kur- “‘be born, be produced”, a variant of IE *k"er- 
‘make’. According to Eilers *kurna- has a direct correspondent in 
Gk. Kvpvosc. 
3.1.1.3. Unfortunately, it is hard to see how *k*er- could have yielded 
in Iranian both a prevocalic *kur- (in Kuru-) and a preconsonantal 
*kur- (in *kurna-). Even if one could accept a preconsonantal *kur-, 
the prevocalic form would have to be *kar-, i.e. *karu- (and not 
Kuru-), cf. paru- (as against Ind. puru-) and us-purna- in Pahl. spur 
‘perfect’, Parth. ‘spwr. 

This means that Kuru- is not to be segmented as kur-u- but as kueru-. 
A further consequence is that kur- is impossible, *kurna- must be 


appear as modern *kuru (from *k6drod). Nor is it any more likely that *kaura- is from 
*kau- ‘bend’, comparable to Ind. kdra- ‘bending joint of finger, wrist, ankle, knee, 
elbow’, and Khotanese kura- ‘crooked, false’, as thought by Bailey, Prolexis 50. I would 
rather suggest that kdr is from Olran. *kaura-, and this represents IE *(0)k”o-wlo- or 
*(0)k”o-wro- “of eycs bereft’. For the reduction of *ok”-o- to *k"o one may recall 
that Iranian kapi- ‘fish’ also represents *(a)k"op- ‘water’, and IE *k’al- ‘sea-fish’ 
(cf. Avest. kara-, etc.) an earlier *(a)k”al-, see Szemerényi, Studia Pagliaro 3, 1969, 
247. For IE *wer- ‘aufreiBen, ritzen’ (*wergh- in Ind. vyhari ‘reiBt aus’) see Pokorny 
1959 ; 1163; for IE *wel- ‘reiBen, an sich reiBen, rauben, ritzen, verwunden’ ibid. 1144. 

37 Abajev, Etimologija (1965), 1967, 286-291, esp. 288-289; Mél. Benveniste, 1975, 
6-7. 

38 Gershevitch, BSOAS 14, 1952, 493-494, Gershevitch's further attempt to find an 
Iran. *kura- ‘family’ in some Elamite names (Studia Pagliaro 2, 1969, 201) has not 
met with favour from another Elamite expert, see Hinz, Neue Wege im Altpersischen, 
1973, 110 f, but also Mayrhofer, Onomastica Persepolitana, 1973, 183. 

9? See Bailey, JRAS 1953, 114-116; TPS 1953, 39-40; Mithraic Studies I, 1975, 
7 fn. 1S.—For kurrak see also Schmeja, Serta Aenipontana II, 1972, 23 f. 
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secondary, i.e. syncopated from *kuru-na-, and K0pvoc from *xupv-voc. 
This is confirmed by Pahl. kurusk from *kuru-éak which H.K. Mirza 
has recently identified as the counterpart of Bakhtiari kur *‘son’’ (i.e. 
“mare” ?)*°, 

With this segmentation the derivation from IE *k”er- also becomes 
untenable. But this ts all to the good since now ku-ru- fits without 
further ado in the large family of words derived from Aryan kau-/ku- 
“young, small’’*!, cf. Ind. kumdra- “child, boy, son, prince” from IE 
*kumo-, Lithu. kumelys “foal” and kumelé “filly” also from IE *kumo-, 
and the numerous Iranian representatives such as Avest. kuta-ka- 
*‘small’’, beside kauta-ka- in Pahl. kddak “‘young, small’’, Turf.MP 
qwdk “small”, NP kddak; *kau-ka-/*kau-€a-ka- in Pahl. kdk/kdé(ak) 
“small”; *kaw-dta- in Pahl. kawaddak “young; baby”; and *kaw-d@a- 
in Pahl. kKawah “‘small cattle” +2. 
3.1.1.4. We can thus say that IE *kau- “‘small, young” yielded an 
adjective *ku-ro- which was substantivized as *ku-ru (after “sii-nu-?); 
this is the direct source of Iran. Kurus “‘child, youth”, Pahl. kuru-sk; 
Ind. Kuru-, and Gk. xopv- in K6pFoc/KOpF& and Kopvu-& *°; and, in the 


4° See Mirza, Mémorial Jean de Menasce, 1974, 287-292. 

*' Cf. Bailey, BSOS 6, 1932, 599; 7, 1933, 69; TPS 1954, 144-146. For Ind. kava- 
‘small, little’ see also Burrow, Chatterjee Jubilee Volume, 1955, 187-193, and K. Hoff- 
mann, MSS 10, 1957, 59-63, who prefers to see IE *kau- ‘crnicdrigen, demiitigen’ not 
only in the Indian words but also in Gk. xatpos: kaxdc, Gothic hauns ‘low’, and 
OPers. skau@i-, Pahl. 5kdh; see now Hoffmann 1976: 411-414; and ap. Maryhofer III 
677. 

“2 These views are, of course, incompatible with the suggestion that the Iranian 
words derive from a verbal root *kur- ‘be born, be produced’. The clearest proof of 
such a root would seem to be Ossetic (Digor) igurun ‘be born’ which cum be traced to 
*wi-kur-. But it is hard to see how such a base could account for the parallel forms 
koérun/kurd ‘ask* and agérun/agurd ‘seek, demand’, and in fact Abajev was at first 
(1958 ; 532, 602) doubtful about this explanation. If there is any relation at all between 
*wi-kur- ‘be born’ and kuru- ‘small, child’, it must be the other way around, i.e. from 
‘child’ interpreted as ‘born’ a root ‘to be born’ was extracted; the survival of a primary, 
highly archaic, verb in Ossetic alone would be as unlikely as in the case of IE *bhdghu-, 
see Szemerényi, KZ 76, 1959, 60-61. But we should not overlook the possibility that 
*wikur- may represent, not *wi-kur-, but *wik-ur-, with a secondary “wik-aur-, perhaps 
from *>weik- ‘come, arrive’ (Pokorny 1959: 1129).—W. P. Schmid’s attempts to find a 
verbal *kur- in Lithu. kurtas ‘greyhound’ (Fs. Krahe, 1958, 129f., esp. 135), has been 
rightly rejected by Benveniste, Etudes sur la langue osséte, 1959, 89°. The word is 
clearly borrowed from Slavic (cf. ORuss. xerfe), see Vasmcr, REW III 265; Schmalstieg, 
Word 13, 1957, 525f.; Frankel 1962: 318; Schuster—Sewc, ZfSlawistik 16, 1971, 369- 
371. But Schmid may be right in thinking that Hindi Kutta, kutti ‘dog’, together with 
the large group representing Iranian *kwuti- (cf. Abajev 1958: 605), derive from *ku-ta- 
(ka-), i.e. from *kau-/*ku- ‘small, young’. But this cannot apply to Kbdav which has 
a satem palatal. 

“3 The Greek group of xupaiov, Kkupodwos represents *kuru-dh-, and so oxvp@aAta, 
etc., must have a secondary s-. 
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enlarged form *kuru-no-, of Gk. xdpvoc, Pahl. kurrak, NP kurra, 
Kurdish kurr“*, 

3.1.2. A rival of earlier xopFo¢ arises in historical naic m. f. ‘child, 
youth; son, daughter; servant”, as yet not attested in Mycenaean 
texts. The earliest form was no doubt naFic which was dissimilated to 
mac at a very early date*’, There is, further, no doubt that the basic 
*pau- is identical with the basic element of rabdpoc “small, few" (= Lat. 
parvus'); Lat. paucus, paullus, pauper (?); Goth. fawai “‘few’’. What is 
more, the basic mav- seems attested in Attic vase-inscriptions in the 
nom. nabc*°. This *pau- alternates with a nil-grade form *pu- which 
is the basis of IE *putlo- “‘young; boy, son”, seen in Ind. putra-, Iran. 
puGra-, Italic *puklo-. 

3.1.2.1. The formation of naFid- is still not very clear*’. It is mostly 
assumed that to the basic *pau- a suffix -id- or -i-d- was added**® but 
this does not explain the formation, and especially not the fact that 
the word is used for both genders. As is shown by the feminine agent 
nouns in -tpic, continuing IE -tri, the feminine naFis, naFid- must 
derive from *paw-i, and this naturally presupposes a masculine *paw-i-s. 
The transfer of oxytone naFic to the -15-class was just as regular as the 
transformation of *pawi into naFic, -156¢ (preserving the accent-shift 
of *pawi/*pawiyds, type -i/-iyés)*°. The identity of the masculine and 
feminine forms is therefore not a primary fact but a Greek innovation 
which fits into the broad framework of the general development. 
3.1.2.2, Another point that needs clarification is the vocalism of the 
root-syllable. Here again it is fairly generally assumed that nav- 
represents IE “pau-, the weakened form of a basic *pdu-, the normal 


** Ind. kunaka- ‘young of animal" will represent *ku-na-ka-, with ‘spontaneous’ 
cerebralization of n, and not *kurnaka- (Benveniste, OLZ 50, 1955, 489). 

“> On the dissimilation see Szemerényi, KZ 88, 1974, 29 with references. 

“© The gencrally assumed Cypriote -naug is rightly rejected by Neumann (KZ 84, 
1970, 76-79) but his contention that Attic nav¢ may have Y = I does not carry convic- 
tion. Masson is now inclined to read on an inscription of Marion pa-wi-di (Syria 48, 
197], 430) but the all-important middle sign is still not unequivocally identified. 

“7 | ignore here the suggestion made by Mann (Minutes of the London Mycenaean 
Seminar, 24th October 1973) that if two w-s can be assumed to have been lost, the 
form *pawi-wid- or *pawo-wid- can be equated with ON favitr “knowing little’; there is 
no justification for the form—in fact, nads is left without an explanation—and the 
onomasiologica! aspect is also faulty since in the terms for ‘child* at best ‘not speaking’, 
‘not knowing’ sim. is found, cf. Lat. infans, Czech nemluvné, but especially Olrish 
noidiu ‘boy’, lit. ‘not knowing’, see Buck 1949: 91 Ff. 

“8 Cf. Schwyzer 1939: 465, 578; Frisk I] 463; Chantraine 1974: 850. 

“9 See Schwyzer 1939: 464 f., and on the origin of -t5-. M. Meier, -i&-— Zur 
Geschichte eines griechischen Nominalsuffixes, 1975, 81 f. 
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nil-grade of which is *pu- in *putlo-. It is even postulated that nad¢ 
must have ousted an earlier *nodc¢ from *pdu-s°°. But the sole 
reason for regarding *péu- as the basic form is the wish to link up 
n@A0¢ “foal’s! on the assumption that an original *pdu-lo-s was 
reduced to *pé-los. Such a connexion is, of course, semantically not 
impossible but it is only permissible if it is phonetically in order, which 
is not the case, for IE *péulos should appear as *novAos. 

This means that pau- must be regarded as the normal grade, *pu- 
as the nil-grade: “*pau-/*pu present the same relation as *kau-/*ku- 
discussed in 3.1.1.3.-4. Since, however, a qualitative ablaut *pau-/*pou- 
cannot be ruled out, it is still not decided whether naFic represents IE 
*paw-i- or *pow-i- in which the root-vowel was dissimilated by the 
labial consonants 5*, On the whole, however, morphological considera- 
tions speak against *pow-i-: since the adjectival derivative in -i-/-i- 
must be based on the existing noun, which was nav-c (in its turn 
substantivized from an adjective “*pau-), there is no justification for 
any other form but naFic >>. 
3.1.2.3. Ind. pumdn “man” presents in Vedic times (including the 
Atharva-Veda) the following additional forms: voc. pumas, acc. sg. 
pumamsam, dat.sg. pumse, abl.-gen.sg. pumsas, loc.sg. pumsi, acc.pl. 
pumsas, gen.pl. pumsam, loc.pl. pumsu. Although Mayrhofer (II 307) 
declares the word to be “‘vdllig unklar’’, it seems that the correct 
solution was found as far back as 1893 by E. Leumann (KZ 32, 304) 
who analyzed it as pu-mas-, a compound of pu- “small, young” and 
mas- “‘male” seen in Latin mds, maris, and masculus. The semantic 
objection (‘‘small, young man’’) seems to me effectively countered by 
the existence of Germ. Mdnnchen and Mensch, and | am glad to see 
that this interpretation has been revived by Eichner**. The re-forma- 
tion of *pumdas, *pumasam to pumGn(s), pumadmsam is on the same 
lines as that of the comparative suffix -yds, -yasam, and the PPA 
suffix -vas, -vasam, and presents no special problem, see now Hoffmann 
1976 : 555-556. 


5° Cf. Schwyzer 1939: 578; Pokorny 1959: 842: Georgiev. Sprache 19, 1973, 146. 

51 See Schwyzer, Pokorny, and Georgiev, /i.cc., to which add Schindler, Das Wur- 
zeInomen im Arischen und Griechischen, Diss. Wiirzburg, 1972, 92. 

52 The latter was the view to which I inclined in 1962: 194f. 

53 My reason for giving a slight preference to the form *powi- (1962: 194f.) was 
the desire to find a direct correspondence for Lat. puer (sce 3.1.2.4.) and pubés (from 
*powi-bho- or *pou-bho-). But Latin could have had the o-grade even if Greek does not 
present it. 

5* Sec Eichner, Sprache 20, 1974, 26, 39. 
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3.4.2.4. This etymon offers a sound basis for the explanation of the 
Latin innovation, i.e. the replacement of inherited *putlo- by the histori- 
cal puer. As I have pointed out before (1962: 194), Plautus’ putillus 
‘young boy” proves that not only Italic but Latin also once had the 
IE noun “*putlo-. It is all the more surprising that it should have been 
replaced by the actual form. For it is difficult to see how *putlo- 
could have been transformed to puer under the influence of gener, socer. 
Risch, to whom this suggestion is due**, has merely proposed the idea, 
without spelling out in detail how such an influence could have taken 
place: to my mind, no Roman would have been ready to cut off pu- 
and attach to it the end-part of gen-er, soc-er, the only blend-form 
could have been *putros, later *puter, replacing -/o- in *putlo- by -ro- of 
the other terms, or *pukros, later *pucer, if *putlo- had already devel- 
oped into “puklo- at the time when the analogy worked. The same 
haziness on this point is manifest in more recent attempts which are 
based on Lejeune’s observation>®® that, rather than with the terms 
mentioned above, puer was closely linked with, was in fact the singula- 
tive of, the plural liberi. In Hamp’s view>’ this must mean that a 
*pi-ro-, a concoction of puto- (derived from *putlo-, but how?>5*) and 
purus “*pure”, was under the influence of /ib-ero- transformed to *pu- 
ero-. Even worse is Arena’s creation “por, “pur (a derivative of pario!), 
which, blended with libero-, gave puero-°, A well-known paper bears 
the title : Can rules be added in the middle of grammars? One is tempted 
to adapt the title and ask: Can suffixes be infixed in the middle of 
words? 
3.1.2.5. If we stick to the well-known verity that words, like grammars, 
undergo growth at their end, then *putlo- seems to have been incapable 
at any stage in its career of becoming puer. Quite different is the 
situation if *putlo- had a synonymous rival which could eventually 
oust it. I suggest indeed that an IE *pu-mas, the antecendent, as we 
have seen, of Ind. pumdn, acquired in Latin a by-form *pu-wiro- 
which slowly superseded it. This form then developed, either phoneti- 
cally (ir > er in non-first syllables?) or under the influence of the 
kinship terms in -er into pu(w)er®°. 

$5 See Risch, Gedenkschrift P. Kretschmer II, 1957, 112. 

56 Lejeune, BSL 62, 1967, 69°. 

$7 Hamp, BSL 66, 1972, 215. 

58 This question had of course been answered in advance (see Szemerényi 1962 : 194): 
putus was a back-formation from putiflus, itself a diminutive of *putlo-. 

39 See Arena, Rendiconti dell'Istituto Lombardo 106, 1972, 446f. 


° It is therefore no longer necessary (as suggested 1962: 195) to regard *pow-i-s as 
the basis for the transformation to puer.—The most recent treatment known to me, 
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3.2. Armenian ustr “‘son” again seems to have nothing to do with 
IE *stinus. It has indeed been explained variously as deriving from, 
e.g., *sukter- (: cf. OE suhterza “nephew’’), or a blend of *suyu- and 
dustr ‘‘daughter’’, or of a *suter- (formed after “pater- from *su-!) with 
dustr®!, But since IE, and therefore Armenian, too, did possess the 
word *sinus, the diachronist must ask what happened to this inherited 
word. It is obvious that stinus had to develop into *un(u) ®*. If, instead, 
we find ustr, then the obvious conclusion must be that *un(u) was 
blended with dustr: the resulting *un(u)str regularly developed into 
ustr. That even an *unu-str would, after the syncope to *unstr, have 
led to ustr, is clearly shown by yisun ‘‘fifty” which represents *ingisun, 
the regular development from IE *penk"ékont®?. 

3.3. In Italic and Celtic the IE word was also replaced. It can now 
be regarded as almost certain that Latin filius, together with its Italic 
cognates, belongs with Messapic *billes, gen. bilihi “son” (and bilia 
‘“‘daughter”’), i.e. derives from *bh(w/)ilios (verbal root *bhi- ““become’’), 
and not from *dhélios®*, Celtic *mak”o- in British (OWelsh) map, 
*mak*k"o- in Olr macc must represent the vrddhied derivative *»mdagh- 
-wo- of *maghu- “boy” (Olr mug “‘servant’’), in which dghw by expressive 
reinforcement became ak”, and even ak"k"®, 

3.4. Finally, it should be noted that the Hittite uwas, still quoted 
by, e.g., Benveniste 1969 : 235, is in all probability a ghost-word °°. 


4. DAUGHTER 


The word for DauGHTER is even more widely attested than that 
for son; cf. Gk. Bvyatnp (Mycen. tukate), Ind. duhitar-, Avest. dugadar-, 


by P. Monteil (Eléments de phonétique et de morphologie du latin, 1973, 86), is 
unenlightening not only because it starts from *pow-ero-, allegedly from a root *peu-/ 
*pou-, but also because it ignores the whole problem of formation. 

*" A very full survey of the various proposals was given in 1969 by Jucquois (1969: 
216f.). For OE suhterza see also G. Schmidt 1973 : 80f. 

62 On the (general?) loss in Armenian of initial s- see most recently Greppin, KZ 89, 
1975, 46-52, and Alayan, ibid. 85. 

6> See Meillet 1936: 101 (and 39); and with a different explanation Szemerényi 
1960: 26 fn. 119. 

¢* The comparison was first, and repeatedly, suggested by Pisani, see now Lejeune 
1968 : 67-86 (83° the references to Pisani's discussions}; Hamp, BSL 66, 1972, 219-220. 

65 This seems to me a clearer interpretation than the one found at Pokorny 1959: 
696. Vendryes’ dictionary (MNOP) offers no solution. I should mention, however, 
that Olr mace from *°makk”os could possibly represent syncopated *magu-ko-s (> 
*mag”kos) but the British forms would then require reduction of *makk"os to mak" os. 

66 See J. Friedrich, Hethitisches W6rterbuch, 1952, 238. 
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duydur-, MPers. NPers. duxt(ar)®’, Arm. dustr, Lithu. dukte, OCS 
desti, Tokh. A ckdcar, B tkacer, Goth. dauhtar. 

In addition, it is now established that Oscan futir, dat. futrei, 
fuutrei, and gen. futrelis|pe ‘““filiaeque”, also presents this word ®®, and 
it is possible that Irish der-/ter- in names presents an abridged (duch-) 
-ter-©°, Even more significant is the discovery, due to Georgiev, that 
Anatolian also possessed this term: Lycian kbatra, Milyan tbatra 
“daughter” derive, via *twatra, *tuatr-, from *tugatr- 7°; the importance 
of this new datum lies in the fact that the internal a corresponds to 
Gk. a and Ind. /, and thus confirms that IE had a shwa before the 
suffix -ter-7'. 

4.1. The reconstruction of the IE form bristles with difficulties. Fore- 
most among them are the initial and the presuffixal consonant. It is 
commonly assumed that both were voiced aspirates; i.e. the initial 
bit of the word was *dhugh-. But the reason for this assumption is no 
longer so compelling as it used to be. In the early days of IE studies 
it might have seemed obvious that Ind. duhitar- is an agent noun based 
on the verbal root duh- ‘to milk”, and even today some might welcome 
this interpretation seeing that “‘daughters usually do function as milk- 


67 A third form, *duxOri, has gained wide currency in recent discussion. It was 
launched into the world by Benveniste who thought (BSL 47, 1951. 21f.) that Elamite 
du-uk-$i§ guaranteed such a form. But in a later comprehensive treatment of the subject 
Benveniste saw (Titres et noms propres en iranien ancien, 1966, 42-50) that both this 
term and the later Iranian material make a revision necessary: the OP word means 
*princesse royale’, and this is supported by Arm. dfxoy ‘reine, princesse’, Inscr. MPers. 
dux§ ‘*princesse’, Manich. MPers. dux§ ‘jeunc femme noble’, but also by NPers. dosize 
“demoiselle’ and Jud. Pers. duskize ‘vierge’. In view of the meaning Benveniste now 
concluded (50) that dux§ could not be connected with ‘daughter’, and this conclusion 
based on the scmantics is in itself conclusive (pace J. Harmatta. Acta Antiqua Hung. 19, 
1971, 129 fn. 14). Unfortunately, in spite of statements that dux§ was also the form 
in Parthian (Bailey, TPS 1956, 93; G. Schmidt 1973: 38), the form is still unattested in 
Parthian. But if duxs is also the Parthian form, then the question is decided on formal 
grounds also: a Parthian dux§ cannot have § from 6r. 

©* Thurneysen’s (or de Saussure’s?) discovery has since been confirmed by Lejeune 
1968 : 72f. (note 73 fn. 1), and Hamp 1972: 215 f. 

®* See M.A. O'Bricn, Celtica 3, 1956, 178: Hamp. MSS 33, 1975, 39f. 

70 Cf. V. Georgiev. Issledovanija po sravnitel’no-istorideskomu jazykoznaniju, Mos- 
cow 1958, 154, 161; Introduzione alla storia delle lingue indeuropee, Rome 1966, 230, 
234; Laroche, BSL 53, 1958, 189; 62, 1968, 48; Benveniste 1969: 257; G. Neumann, 
Jahrbuch der Akademie Gottingen, 1971, 42 (adds the Isaurian name Tovartpis 
“daughter’): Oettinger, MSS 34, 1976, 101. 

™ The forms of Armenian and Oscan, i.e. of languages which normally preserve 
medial shwa (cf. Hamp 1972: 217; G. Schmidt 1973: 58), are readily accounted for by 
assimilation to the first-syllable uw. Arm. °dusutir was syncopated to dusir, for the 
Oscan form see fn. 77. 
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maids in the cattle-breeding cultures of Eastern Europe and Central 
Asia’ ’*. However, most philologists would now say that this is only 
admissible if there are no phonetic and/or morphological difficulties. 
But there is the basic difficulty that @vy- and duh- cannot be reconciled 
on the basis of a root *dhugh-, for the expected Greek form would be 
*tuy-. This difficulty is now usually overcome with the help of the 
laryngeal theory: it is assumed that the root was *dhugH- whose 
laryngeal (H) could function as a syllabic—in which case the result 
was *dhuga-, Gk. Ouya- —or as a consonant— in which case the result 
was *dhugh-, Ind. duh-7>. But it is impossible to see why Indian should 
be based on *dhughater- but Greek on *dhugater- : the alleged levellings 
presuppose a morphology (i.e. alternations), for which there is not the 
slightest justification. Nor is there any justification for an IE *dhugh- 
‘to milk”: this form and meaning are confined to the Aryan group ”*, 
which is clearly unacceptable since the noun is general-IE. It would be 
easier to turn the tables and suggest that Aryan (or just Indian? ’5) 
duhitar- was interpreted as **milk-maid” and so a verbal base duh- “to 
milk” was extracted from it 7°. 


72 The quotation is from Friedrich 1966: 8. Devoto 1970: 31 also believes in 
‘*mungitrice’’. For other interpretations see G. Schmidt 1973 : 37°. 

73 The first to suggest this solution seems to have been Cuny, Revue de Phonétique 
2, 1912, 120, followed by a long line of laryngealists (e.g. Kuiper, Hammerich, Schmitt- 
Brandt), in which the latest, though surcly not last, are Hamp, JAOS 90, 1970, 228f.; 
Manessy-Guitton, PICL X/4, 1970, 659f.; G. Schmidt 1973: 37, 45, 54. 

™ Note Pokorny’s lemma (1959 : 271) °dheugh- ‘beriihren (sich gut treffen), driicken, 
ausdricken, melken, reichlich spenden’® (similarly Oettinger, MSS 34, 1976, 113), which 
is an incoherent string of meanings, quite impossible in any real language. G. Schmidt 
1973 : 37° thinks that *dheugh- meant “tauglich sein, strotzen’, and accordingly rejects 
the “Mclkerin™ (or “Saugerin™) view. 

75 The Iranian forms (recently discussed by Morgensticrne,. Monumentum Nyberg II, 
1975, 77-80), e.g. Oss. clocun, MPers. déxtan, doSsidan, etc., can all be derived from 
Iran. *daudé-, *dauxs (and *dauxsy-"), ic. earlier °dauk-/*dauk-s-. These cannot be 
explained from an Aryan Sdhaugh- but are readily satisfied by IE *deuk- ‘pull’ (cf. Lat. 
dicere, OHG siohan ‘zichen’), cp. French traire ‘milk’ from Lat. trahere. The name of 
ZarathuStra’s mother, diuyd6.vd. would be the only trace of dugh- but ‘having milked 
cows hardly scems appropriate. and the name itself may be from a different source, in 
spite of Gershevitch’s advocacy (1959 : 231). The nominal forms which seem to demand 
Iran. *daug- (c.g. NPers. doy ‘whey’) may be innovated or else presuppose a variant 
with -g- beside the more general IF. *deuk-. 

7© This suggestion was advanced as far back as 1958, see KZ 75, 171 (= 170°). But 
the question, usually taken for granted. whether duhitur- and duh- were really closcly 
connccted in Aryan minds, deserves to be examined thoroughly. Paul Andersen and 
Rolf Schulze, students at the Linguistic Department of Freiburg University, have, at my 
request, checked the RV from this point of vicw. Their result is almost entirely negative : 
of the 63 occurrences of duhitar- (of which 47 are duhita divas, siryasya, siro, sire) not 
one says that she milks cows. In only one passage (III 55, 12) do the two words appear 
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No longer obsessed with the idea that “daughter” must be reconciled 
with a verbal base *dheugh- “to milk”, we find the solution close at 
hand. Greek, Armenian, Oscan, Germanic all show that the initial 
consonant was dh-. Greek just as clearly shows that the internal conso- 
nant was a velar g, i.e. “daughter” was IE *dhugatér’’. If Indian has 
duhitar-, this is not to be interpreted as dissimilated from *dhugh- but 
as having *dugh- by metathesis from *dhug-; that Iranian shared this 
process is shown by Av. dugadar- whose gd reflects -gh-t- and thus 
proves the same metathesis. 

The form *dhugatér must be transformed from an original root-form 
*dhug-. As far as I can see such a root is only attested in Goth. ga-dauka 
m. “‘Hausgenosse”’ (cf. Lat. concibé) which is connected with dauhts 
f. ‘““Gastmahl” or “Bewirtung” (cf. Kuhn, ZfdA 101, 1972, 45). In 
view of the meaning “‘banquet” even the OPers. word quoted by 
Herodotus (9, 110) as tuxta is probably duxtd, and not from taug- 
“to pay” (as suggested by Benveniste, BSL 47, 1951, 39). If this 
comparison is right, then “dhug-d as an agent-noun could denote “the 
person who prepares a meal’, and *dhuga would be the vocative (see 
Szemerényi 1970: 173), generalized as the nominative, cp. fn. 252. 


5. BROTHER 


Son and daughter use for each other the terms BRoTHER and SISTER. 
The evidence for these terms is perhaps the most impressive in the 
whole of JE kinship terminology, more impressive even than that for 
father and mother, son and daughter. 

5.1. For “brother” an IE *bhrateér is guaranteed by the following 
forms: Ind. bhratad, Iran. brata, Arm. efbayr (from *erbayr, *erbatir, 


in the same sentence but duh- cannot mean ‘to milk’ but rather “to suckle’ (see Geldner’s 
translation: “die immermelken Kiihe, Mutter und Tochter, gemeinsam sdugen das 
Kalk", and cp. Mayrhofer III 432).—If Aryan did develop its verb for ‘milking’ from 
IE *deuk- ‘draw, pull’, then the original inflexion was athematic: *deuk-mi/*duk-mes 
or *deug-mi/*dug-mes (or “deug-mi, *deuk-ti?). The aspiration is then due to a verb 
belonging to the same semantic field, e.g. dih- ‘stroke, smear’, or drh- ‘hold firm’? Or 
was there an Aryan cognate of Gme. dragan ‘draw’, Lat. trah6, IE *dhragh-? (Cf. Pokor- 
ny 1959: 257). 

77 In Oscan, the inherited form gave fugatir which developed, via assimilated *fugutir 
(see fn. 71 above) and through carly syncope of internal u (pace M. Lejeune 1968 : 74), 
to *fuktir in time to take part in the change of original ks to At. The form *fuAtir was 
eventually changed to futir under the influence of the closely associated mdtir. 
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*bhratér), Gk. ppatnp, Lat. frdter, Venetic frater7®, Olr brath(a)ir, 
Goth. brépar, OPruss. brati, Lithu. broterélis, hypocoristic brélis, OCS 
brat(r)», Tokh. A pracar, B procer’®. 

Whereas it is literally true that the IE word survives in Greek also, 
it is nonetheless a fact that the relationship is expressed by innovated 
forms, partly by &5eAged¢ which has won out in most dialects, part- 
ly by the less successful kaciyvyntos. 

The latter, represented by Thessal. xatiyvntog and Lesb. Cypr. 
KaOtyVvNtO¢ is Originally in all probability simply “‘cognatus” and came 
to be restricted in sense to brother®®. The former, adeAgedc—and the 
shortened ad5eA.06¢—, is from the start narrower and more precise. For 
it is obviously a compound of 5&A@vc “womb” (cp. Ind. garbha- “*id.”’), 
and represents G-d5eAge(F)-d¢ “from the same womb’’®!, cp. Lat. co- 
uterinus and Ind. sa-garbhya-. The semantics of this innovation has 
given rise to the assumption that the innovation was due to the in- 
fluence of a matriarchal substratum. But the Greek word no more 
justifies such an inference than the Lat. counterinus or the Ind. sagar- 
bhya- mentioned above ®?. 

5.2. Of great interest is the fact that the replacement by ddeAqedc of 
the inherited *bhratér did not entail the loss of the latter word. The 
word lives on, indeed, and is especially firmly rooted at Athens in the 
form ppatnp ®? but its meaning is not just “brother” but “member of 
a gpatpia’’, i.e. it denotes relatives who belong to the same ilk or 
clan. A similar wider use is found in other languages also. In Ossetic, 
that intriguing Iranian dialect of the Northern Caucasus, the corres- 
ponding word, aervad, very seldom denotes one’s full brother, more 


78 This form is not absolutely certain but very likely all the same, see Lejeune 
1974 : 202, 335. 

7% On the Tokharian vocalism see Lindeman, NTS 23, 1969, 23-24. 

"9 Cp. Schwyzer 1939: 270; Lejeune, BSL 55, 1960, 20f., esp..24; Frisk I 797, 
11121; Perpillou, BSL 67, 1973, 126. Differently Benveniste 1969 : 220. 

*! This 1s the analysis given by Wackernage!-Debrunner (1954: 140), and the Greek 
word can hardly be derived from an unattested *g"elbhes- as assumed by Brugmann 
1906 : 523, followed by, e.g., Frisk I 19 and III 18.—Chantraine, LingBalk 6, 1963, 13, 
and 1968 : 19, thinks that -w is ruled out by Cretan adeA—ioc. But on this point we must 
note that, after a labial, -w- was lost very early, see Szemerényi, KZ 88, 1974, 28- 29. 

For the shortening in Att. G5eA@dc see Egli 1954: 98 f. 

“2 Cf. Hermann 1935: 100 f.; Gonda, Mnemosyne 15, 1962, 390-392. 

"’ That in Attic the old form was ppatnp and ppatwp was a comparatively late 
form could be learnt from Meisterhans-Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 
“1900, 131, and was well known to the admirable Cobet, see his Variae lectiones, 71873, 
380-351. 
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generally it applies to any malc relative **, In the same way, Olrish 
brath(a)ir is not only the “‘brother”’ but also any “‘male member of the 
fine, the joint family’’®5. Since, then, the wider meaning is found in 
the Far West and the South-East, it probably represents the original 
sphere of the term °°. 

5.3. This word has naturally also been the subject of etymological 
endeavour. In the last century, it was found self-evident that it should 
be explained in the light of Indian facts, and since Indian has a word 
bhartar- “‘bearer, preserver, protector, master, husband’’, the agent- 
noun from the root bhar- “‘bear, support, foster”, it was concluded 
very early that IE “*bhrater was the “protector, supporter’ (of his 
sisters?, after the death of his father)®’. Delbriick (1889 : 462) appositely 
characterized this view as one “‘welche so nahe liegt, daB man angesichts 
der sonstigen Undurchsichtigkeit der VerwandtschaftswGrter geneigt 
sein mochte, an der Richtigkeit derselben zu zweifeln”. And the very 
form of the word militates against this explanation: the agent-noun 
from IE *bher- would be *bher-tér, not *bhratér; there is absolutely no 
justification for an enlarged root-variant *bhra-: the Indian forms 
with bhari- do not prove it. 

For the same formal reason but also because of the semantics 
involved we shall not be inclined to accept Trier’s suggestion (1947: 
255) that the brother was named as a member of the joint family, of 
the ring or fence (!), bhr-eH,-ter-, *bher- being the word for “‘fence’’®°. 

But if, as we have seen, *bhrd- does not exist, that has momentous 
consequences : the segmentation *bhrd-tér is impossible, only *bhr-dtér 
is permissible. In other words: *bhratér is not an agent-noun or 
kinship-term formed with the suffix -zer- but consists of two segments, 
*bhr- and *dter-. There can be no doubt that *dhr- represents the 
normal nil-grade form of *bher- “carry, take, bring”, but what is 
*dter-? There again the answer seems unequivocal: it can only be the 


®* See Abajev II 437. 

®3 Cp. Binchy, Proceedings of the British Academy 29, 1943, 222-224; Pokorny 1959: 
164.—The expression “joint family” (for which cp. Beal-Hoijer 1959 : 441 f.) is here used 
in the same sense as “extended family”, Germ. **GroBfamilie”’. 

8@ See Gates 197]: 15. On the other hand, it is quite impossible that *dArdtér 
should have primarily denoted “father’s brother” as is assumed on a priori grounds by 
Jucquois 1969: 219. 

®7 Cf. Delbriick 1889; 384, 462; Buck 1949: 107; Brugmann, IF 12, 1901, 1531. 

88 Cp. J. Trier, Zs. der Savigny-Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschichte, Germ. Abt., 65, 1947, 
255; J. de Vries, Altnordisches etym. Wb., 71962, 58.—Quite impossible is Devoto’s 
idea (1970: 31) that *bhArdtér, meaning ‘colui che porta a casa i frutti’ (!), is blended 
from *bher- and pater: this is ruled out by the long d in *bhrazér! 
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noun *dafer-®°, especially well-known from Iranian—cf. Avest. atar§ 
m., gen. @Grd—but also attested by Arm. ayrem “kindle, burn” (deno- 
minative from *ayr “fire’’ < *datér), and probably by Lat. arer “black” 
(from “burnt’’), see below 5.6. 

5.4. If, thus, *bhratér turns out to be a compound of *bher- “carry, 
bring” and *dter “‘fire’, one is justified in asking in what sense the 
brother is supposed to “carry the fire” or “bring the fire’? It would 
not be impossible to visualize the Indo-Europeans of the period when 
this part of the kinship terminology was coined as a nomadic or 
semi-nomadic people who had some difficulty in keeping the [home] 
fires burning and therefore charged their young with “carrying” the 
fire (in a container?) or “bringing” home new fire when one’s had 
burnt out. But there would have been difficulties. As Eduard Her- 
mann put it (1937: 38): “Viel schwieriger wird es gewesen sein, 
ununterbrochen die taglichen Opfer fiir die Ahnen darzubringen. Ist 
man bestrebt gewesen, einen Feuerbrand mitzuschleppen wegen der 
K alte in der Nacht und der Schwierigkeit, ein neues Feuer zu entztinden? 
Sich beim Nachbarn Feuer zu leihen ... war nicht mdglich, wenn der 
auf der Wanderung auch keins hatte”. Thus, for the nomadic way of 
life, “‘carrying/bringing” the fire presented very serious difficulties. In 
settled existence, on the other hand, there was probably little need for 
such occupations, certainly not sufficient to give someone a name 
derived from this activity. For the general problems see K. Birket- 
Smith, 71956, 81f. 

At this point, the Rigveda comes to our aid. As can be expected, the 
verb bharati occurs very frequently, mostly with the meaning “to carry”. 
But in several passages the meaning 1s not the literal “to carry” but 
the figurative ‘“‘to tend, take care of, look after”, especially in the 
figura etymologica subhrtam bhar- “keep well-looked-after, hold in 
honour”; cp., e.g., RV 4, 50, 7: Brhaspatim yah subhrtam bibharti 
‘“‘who holds B. in high honour”. In the present context it is important 
to note that this phrase is well known in Iranian also, cp. Darius’ state- 
ment: avam ubritam abaram “him I held in high esteem, I treated 
him well’ 9°, 

With this meaning the intention in *bhratér becomes clearer: 
it denoted a person who tended the fire, looked after it, and no 


8? Pokorny 1959 : 69. 

°° See Tedesco, Zeitschrift far Indologie und Iranistik 2, 1923, 44-46; Wackernagel, 
BSOS 8, 1936, 823 f.; Gershevitch, The Avestan Hymn to Mithra, 1959, 261-262; 
Kellens, Commémoration Cyrus III, 1975, 133-147. 
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doubt procured the fuel as well. This duty was delegated to the young 
male members of the family, and the term was eventually only used 
by the young females with reference to the males of their age group. 
5.5. The compound *dhr-dtér is obviously a nominalization of the 
verb *bher- and the noun “*dtér which formed a verb + object 
syntagm. According to Benveniste (1968: 21 f.), compounds arising 
from the transformation of such transitive syntagms have normally the 
order noun + verb (: Lat. signi-fer), but the reverse order verb + noun 
also occurs (: Gk. pepé-o1xoc). The difference between the two types 
is that the former type is atemporal, “il porte ... = il est porteur de ..., 
porteur par vocation ou nature (définition” and so Lat. signifer 
means “‘he carries, i.e. is by vocation a carrier of the signa’), the 
latter refers to “un présent actuel de description: il porte = il 
accomplit l’acte de porter ... pepé- “qui porte effcctivement”’ (descrip- 
tion”: Gk. @epéoixog means "he carries his house’, denoting “‘la 
réalité du procés et comme activité constatée’’). Lehmann (1970: 11 f.) 
agrees that both types represent sentence types but thinks that noun + 
verb is the normal type, verb + noun the less normal type, so that 
the difference is in the emphasis, a matter of style. Duchesne-Guillemin 
thinks (1970: 142) that the difference is due to the fact that, when in 
the second place, the verbal element is a verbal noun (-popos), and 
so the compound is definitory, while, when it takes the first place, the 
verbal member (: gepe-) “has the more concrete function of a verb, 
and this is why it has sometimes the form of a present-stem™?!. 

As is known, theoretically it may be important to decide whether 
the compound ts to be incorporated in the lexicon—this is the ‘‘lexica- 
hist’” positton—or whether it is to be excluded from it and derived 
“by some extension of the transformational apparatus”’—this is the - 
transformationalist position??. But the diachronist will be inclined to 


¥! This is certainly an improvement on Benveniste’s definitions which often are of 
scholastic subtlety. But even so a basic objection is not faced: in many cases the 
difference is not of the kind suggested but simply semantic. Thus, e.g. Benveniste himself 
points out (23) the difference between dpyéxaxos ‘who commenced, started the troubles’, 
and the opposite type in which **-apyosg comme second terme indique la qualité perma- 
nente de ‘chef’. Here the difference is quite clearly between Gpye- ‘begin’ and -apyoc 
‘ruling’, not between ‘intemporel’ and “présent actuel’. The same seems to apply to 
tye- ‘qui contient, garde ...° and -oyos ‘teneur, détenteur’. The whole problem would 
deserve a renewed and complete examination from this angle. 

°2 Chomsky (1972: 17f.) concludes (60) that the transformational hypothesis is 
correct for the gerundive nominals (e.g. John’s refusing the offer) but the Jexicalist 
hypothesis for derived nominals (e.g. John's cefusal of the offer) and perhaps for the 
mixed forms (e.g. John's refusing of the offer). Cf. also G. Kolde, Zur transforma- 
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think that the difference, especially in the case of true compounds, as 
distinct from gerundive or derived nominals, is really a mattcr of 
chronology, not of intrinsic properties. As long as the compound is 
transparent, it does not have to be pushed into the lexicon; as soon 
as this is no longer the case, it can not be produced by transformational 
rules. This stage is certainly reached when a noun “dtér is no longer 
extant in the synchrony—as happened in most IE languages in due 
course—but also as soon as the semantic field was rearranged so that 
the connection between the sign and the denotatum was lost. 

But the diachronist will also feel that for his own purposes the 
settling of another question would be much more significant. There 
has been a long-standing debate on the question what exactly the 
verbal element is in compounds where it takes the first place. One 
school of thought regards the verb in such cases as an imperative, and 
this seems to be pretty clear in such names as Bevilacqua, Boileau, 
and even in the ancient MevéAgoc®?. Another school would see in the 
verbal forms of the old IE languages 3rd person singular forms in -e 
(i.e. of pre-flexional date!)°*. Lehmann (o0.c., p. 1) calls the imperati- 
val view ‘‘clumsy"’—a rather unusual label in this kind of matter—and 
suggests (13 f.) that the word-order (: VN), usually thought to favour 
an imperatival interpretation, is in fact simply the marked order. This, 
in essence, was already suggested by Jacobi (55), but it is enough 
to watch Jacobi hopelessly thrashing about to realize that he cannot 
be right. There can be no doubt that Wackernagel stated the truth 
when he gave the following summing-up (1905: 315): “Die den idg. 


tionellcen Erklérung der Nomina actionis im Deutschen, Wirkendes Wort 22, 1972, 
174-198: P. Schachter, A nontransformational account of gerundive nominals in English, 
Linguistic Inquiry 7, 1976, 205-241. A well-known opponent of the view that com- 
pounds ure bascd on sentence constructions is my friend Eugenio Coseriu, sec. ¢.g.. 
Bedeutung und Bezeichnung im Lichte der strukturelien Semantik, in: Sprachwissen- 
schaft und Obersctzen (edd. P. Hartmann-H. Vernay), 1970, 108, 116. But it may be 
that here, too. a compromise solution will be nearer the truth. 

*? The first representative of this view seems to have been Arséne Darmesteter (1875). 
For more recent discussions see G. Bonfante, Fs. Debrunner, 1954, 41 f.; A Prati, 
Nomi composti con verbi. Revue de Linguistique Romane 22, 1958, 98-119: A. Lindqvist, 
SatzwOrter, 1961, 89-90; E. Mikkola, Dic prapositionale Hypostase, 1962, 5 f.: Stein- 
hauser. Sprache 10, 1964. $ f.; N. Morciniec. Die nominalen Wortzusammensetzungen 
in den wesigcrmanischen Sprachen, (964. 124 f.; W. Meyer-Libke & J.M. Piel, 
Historische Grammalik der franzdsischen Sprache I], 71966, 167 £.; J. Kuryltowicz, 
Metrik und Sprachgeschichte, 1975, 65 (: whatever the origin of these first members, 
“es wurde vom Sprecher dem Imperativ gicichgesetzt’’). 

** See H. Jacobi, Compositum und Nebensatz, 1897, 46-82, esp. $7 and 61 f.; 
Benveniste. L'Homme 6/2, 1966, 5 f.; Watkins, Eriu 21, 1969, 7; Geschichte der idg. 
VerbalNexion, 1969, 94 f.; Lehmann. ALHafn. 32, 1970. 1 f., esp. 12-14. 


28 O. SZEMERENYI 


Wortstellungsgesetzen widersprechende Voranstellung des regierenden 
Verbums vor das Objekt erklart sich daraus, daB die Vorderglieder 
wohl alle imperativischen Ursprungs sind, beim Imperattv aber Vor- 
anstellung beliebt ist”. It is not marked order in abstracto that plays a 
vital role but the concrete fact that the marked order signals the 
imperative, in much the same way that English go away is markcd 
and therefore imperatival, in contrast to father goes (went) away. But 
it must be noted that such syntagms and the resulting synthetic com- 
pounds were originally confined to persons or, in more general terms, 
to animate beings, by and large as names and epitheta. By the exten- 
sion of such compounds to inanimate beings the formally not marked 
imperative began to be reinterpreted as the general verbal concept, not 
merely the 3rd singular?°>. 

If this interpretation of the synthetic compounds (type VN) is 

correct, *bhratér as a compound denoting a person must be a trans- 
form of an imperatival phrase like *bher(e) dterm “tend the fire’’, 
no doubt the exhortation addressed to him time and again by the 
head of the family. For the reduction of *bher(e)- in the initial part 
of the compound cp. Ind. dru-pdda- ‘large-footed’, dru-pada- 
‘wooden pillar’, dru-ghni ‘a hatchet for cutting wood’ from IE *doru; 
Gk. ypats from *grdyus, *ger- and *dayu-°°. 
5.6.1. As was stated above (5.3. s. fin.), IE *dter is directly attested 
by Avest. a@tars and Arm. ayrem, and indirectly by Lat. ater ‘black’. 
Often the Aryan name of a priest, in Avest. @@ravan-/a@aurun-, is added 
to this group but probably erroneously®’. More likely vatra ‘fire, 
hearth’, found in Slavic, Rumanian and Albanian, derives from *@¢r- 
although the details are not entirely clear?®. It is also possible that 
Olr aith ‘fireplace’ derives from *ati-, and Welsh adyn ‘id.’ from 
*ati-no-?°?, 


%5 This was clearly perceived by Jacobi, esp. 73 f., and very clearly stated by Meyer- 
Liibke, I.c. A clear case seems to be Gk. (xapa-) BAwy which is from *g“/-ok"- ‘cast a 
glance’ (Szemerényi, Studia A. Pagliaro 3, 1969, 237), where *g”(e)/- can no longer be 
an imperative.—It should perhaps be noted here that the interpretation of these 
compounds says nothing about the compounds with -ti-formations, although Schwyzer 
(1939 : 445) seems to regard them as forming one class. 

96 See Szemerényi, AION-L 2, 1960, 292. 

*7 Cf. Duchesne-Guillemin, Indo-Iranian Journal 7, 1964, 202; Benveniste 1969: 
281f. (: Ind. atharvan- from Iran?); Gershevitch, Studi Pagliaro 2, 1969, 189 f. 

98 See most recently Hamp, ALHafn. 12, 1970, 153-156. 

%9 Pokorny 1959: 69; Vendryes, Lexique étym. de l‘irlandais ancien, A, 1959, 54, 
—A further comparison, involving Lat. ater, Venetic atraest, and Hitt. katrai- ‘write’, 
was suggested by Peruzzi, and rejected by Lejeune, BSL 69, 1974, 63 f. 
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On the basis of an IE *a-, the source of all these words, a com- 
parison was made with Hitt. Aat- ‘to dry’ by Bolognesi as far back as 
19501°% Quite recently, the same Hittite verb has been compared by 
Watkins to Lat. ador ‘a coarse grain, emmer wheat, spelt’!°', but in 
a postscript to that paper!°? he has drawn attention to a Hittite 
ha-at-tar, ‘occurring in a list of grains or similar seed foodstuffs”, and 
hazarding the guess that Aattar “‘designated a dried legume like black 
beans’’ he has compared Lat. dter ‘black’. 

For our problem some new Hittite data seem of greater interest. A 
Hittite verbal root d- ‘be hot’, participle ant- ‘hot’, was compared by 
Benveniste to Ind. anti-, antikd- ‘hearth, oven’ and Olr dith ‘fireplace’, 
all on the basis of an IE *d-!°>. Unfortunately, this Hittite verb is not 
quite clear. Sturtevant’s suggestion that the spelling a-a-ant- (of the 
participle) points to an earlier ayant- which would be from IE *ai- 
‘shine, burn’ (Gk. ai@@ etc.), has been taken up by others, especially 
Neu, and the causative inu- ‘to warm, heat’ has been cited as confirming 
this view since it can be traced to *ai-nu- but not to *d@-nu-. Kammen- 
huber thinks, however, that inu- is ‘not clear’, and that the spelling 
a-a- “‘geht weder als Vokal a noch als hypothetisches aya ... auf idg. 
Kurzdiphthong zuriick”; the single middle form (3. pl.) a-a-an-ta ‘are 
warm/hot’, if correctly interpreted, would with ant- show a verb in- 
herited from IE '°*. If Kammenhuber is night (and with her Benveniste 
also), then *a-tér could be an agent noun from @- ‘burn’; if Sturtevant 
and his followers are right, then Hitt. a-a- cannot account for the 
provenance of *dfér. 


100 Bolognesi, Atti del Sodalizio Glottologico Milanese 2, 1950, 14-15. 

101 Watkins, An JE agricultural term: Latin ador, Hittite Aat-, HSCP 77, 1973, 
187-193.—That ador should be simply “the dryed thing’ (just as 191* the Tokharian 
word for ‘grass’ is traced to ‘dried grass‘) is wonderful enough in itself, but to suggest 
that Gothic artisk ‘cornfield’, OHG ezzesc ‘Saat(feld)’ should also be a dried field 
verges on the incredible. No wonder that W. can also accept Emmerick’s idea (TPS 
1969, 201-202) that Iranian dGdu- ‘grain’ does not belong with ador and atisk but 
derives from IE *édu-, i.e. from the verb *ed- ‘to eat’. In spite of the attempt to make this 
palatable, we should stick to the primary comparison of cercals, i.e. keep ador/atisk/ 
Gdu- together, and on this I am glad to be in agreement with Hamp, TPS 1973, 137. 

102 “I atin ador, Hittite Aat- again—Addenda to HSCP 77, 1973, 187-193", a manu- 
script paper received 5.1.1974, 

'03 Benveniste, Hittite et indo-européen, 1962, 107. In a fn. Benveniste finds the 
comparison of the Irish word with Avest. dtar ‘peu convaincante’. 

10% References to all these facts and vicws are given in J. Friedrich & A. Kammen- 
huber, Hethitisches Worterbuch, Fasc. !, 1975, 44-45. See now also Octtinger, MSS 34, 
1976, 136; StBoT 22, 1976, 34 with fn. 51; and cp. our fnn. 551, 552 below. 
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But in the latter case there is one further possibility '°°. The Hittite 
-s-stem handais- ‘warmth, heat; fever’ seems to be a compound; at 
least Pedersen’s “‘reckless” suggestion (: his own words!) that it could 
be a comparative of the type seen in Slavic novéjy'°® is quite out of 
the question. If it is a compound, it can be “*hdnt-dais- from *ha-nt- 
‘warm, hot’, and dai- ‘place’ (IE “*dhé-), and hdan(t)dai- ‘heat’ could 
serve as the basis of the -s-stem “*handdi-is- ‘calor, febris’. With this 
analysis even Pedersen’s comparison (l.c.) with Olr and- ‘kindle’ 
could be saved: and- could represent IE *hdnt-dh-6 or *hant-(dhi)- 
dhémi. But the main point is that the basic Aant- would be from a verbal 
root *hd- ‘to heat’ and this could be the source of *hd-rér, IE *atér 
‘fire’. 

5.6.2. In Indo-European there are two widely attested words for 
“fire”? which can be exemplified with Gk. nip and Lat. ignis. 

The first, which is traditionally reconstructed as *pewdr/pur, gen. 
punos'©", is reflected by Gk. nip, Arm. Aur, Umbr. pir, ON furr, 
fyrr, OE fyr, Hitt. pahhu(wa)r, Tokh. A por, B puwar. 

The second term is represented by Ind. (and Iran.?) agni-, Hitt. 
Aknis (?), Lat. ignis, Slavic ogns, Lithu. ugnis, Latv. uguns. The source 
of all these forms is traditionally reconstructed as *egni-/*ogni-'°8, 
but it is more likely that we have to do with an ablauting noun 
*ong-ni-/*ng-ni-'©°, or with just a noun “yg-ni- which gave Indian 
agni- and Lat. ignis (= or from *ingnis) on the one hand, and Slavic 
*engni- on the other, which was dissimilated to *egni- and at the time 


105 |] do not take into account Palaic *hd- ‘burn’ because Kammenhuber has in my 
view shown (see Kratylos 16, 1973, 55) that this root does not exist. 

106 Pedersen, Hittitisch, 1938, 47 f. 

107 See Pokorny 1959: 828.—Other reconstructions are presented by Specht, KZ 59, 
1931, 285 (: *pewy/*pur-ds), but cf. Kretschmer, Gl 22, 1934, 241; Benveniste, Origines, 
1935, 10.169 (: peH,-wr, not to be connected with, e.g., Lat. purus); Winter, Evidence 
for Laryngeals, 1965; 192-193 (: peHwr: *pHwndés > *puHnos); Eichner, MSS 31, 1973, 
94 (: *peHwor : *pHunos). 

108 See Pokorny 1959: 293, and for the Hittite divine name Mayrhofer II] 624. 
The Baltic forms’ u- (instead of a-) has been explained as due to OSwed. ughn ‘oven. 
stove’; to a “magische Anlautanderung” (Hauzenberga-Sturma, ZSP 25, 1956, 57); to 
assimilation to an anaptyctic vowel: *agni- > *aguni- > “*uguni- (Otrebski, LPosn 6, 
1958, 177); to a nil-grade form Hgni- with H° > u- (Stang, NTS 25, 1971, 7-13), but to 
my mind the most likely is influence from the Russian ogon’, although a blend is not 
impossible, especially if it is assumed that *ogni- was influenced by its antonym *udor, 
see Schmitt-Brandt, Fs. A. Scherer, 1971, 230 (less likely Blesse, KZ 75, 1958, 198). 

109 This is assumed by Lehr-Splawinski, Studie i szkice wybrane, Warsaw 1957, 205 
(first 1937). 
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of the Slavic initial alternation je- : o- acquired the (eventually success- 
ful) variant *ogni-, the source of the Baltic forms also!!®. 

It is, of course, an important question to decide whether one of 
these two terms is earlier and the other more recent, or whether both 
belong to the same synchronous level. The latter assumption, favoured 
by, e.g., Frisk (II 628), would not be impossible if, e.g., “*pewdr 
denoted the material sense while *ngnis described fire as an animate 
being. But one would like to see some criteria which would enable us 
to reach a decision on a rational basis. 

As is known, Bartoli was of the opinion that ignis was older than 
nip because the geographical configuration showed that ignis was the 
word of the marginal areas, nip that of the internal areas‘!'. But 
Sk6ld was not slow to point out that the geographical distribution 
would change considerably if one took into account Old Norse and 
Tokharian, so that instead of the norma delle aree laterali the norma 
dell’area maggiore would have to be applied, and nip would be shown 
to be older'!?. And it seems to me that Mastrelli, who has sought to 
support Bartoli’s thesis by pointing out that pur was shown by its 
greater productivity to be an innovation''*, has not succeeded in 
clinching the argument !!4. 

Much more solid arguments could be produced by the history of 
the lexicon. It is more and more generally accepted now that ignis 
derives from *ngnis, and so is closely connected with a word meaning 
‘coal’, cf. Ind. avigdra-, NPers. angist, Lithu. anglis, OCS ogi, and 
(?) Gaelic aingeal ‘light, fire’ (Pokorny 1959 : 779)!'5. This is certainly 


11° This explanation was found by me as far back as 1962. More recently, Hamp 
has suggested (in: Baltic Linguistics, 1970, 75-79) that the Balto-Slav forms also 
derive from “ygnis, but 1 don't think that 7 > wn (first assumed by Saussure, MSL 7, 
1889, 93 = Recueil 463) is tenable. 

‘tt Bartoli, Introduzione alla neolinguistica, 1925, 52. For a recent defence of the 
principles see Bonfante, Le norme della linguistica arcale, in: Fs. Harri Mcier, 1971, 5]- 
76, but note also the (vitriolic) charge against “the opera buffa antics and out-and-out 
charlatanry” of the protagonists in T. Vennemann & T.H. Wilbur, Schuchardt, the 
Neogrammarians, and the Transformational Theory of Phonological Change, 1972, 81. 

112 H. Sk6ld, Beitrage zur allgemeinen und vergleichenden Sprachforschung {, 193], 
7-16. 

3 C.A. Mastrelli, Le innovazioni ne] mondo indeuvropeo, AGI 43, 1959, 1-17, 
esp. 16. 

114 Cp. Pisani, Paideia 14, 1959, 173-174. 

‘13 This etymon was suggested more than half-a-century ago by Charpentier, and 
then by La Terza (see Mayrhofer I 18), and has since been upheld by myself and 
Hamp [see fn. 110]. 
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more convincing than the idea that ignis is from *eg-ni- ‘unersattlich’, 
based on the verb scen in Lat. egére ‘to need, want’!!®. 

On the other hand, nip/pahhur does not seem to have any clear 
connection within the IE lexicon. To be sure, the word has often been 
connected with the verb “*peu- ‘clean, sift? (: Ind. pundati, pavaté) but 
neither the mcaning nor the form (: pahhur requires *peH,- or, without 
laryngeals, *pah-, irreconcilable with *peu-) permits such an etymon?"’. 

This means that, compared with ignis which has a clear etymon, 
*pur, which has none!!®, must be regarded as the more archaic 
element of the IE lexicon. 

How is now this picture affected by the appearance of a third 
candidate, *afér? According to Solta, Arm. ayrem ‘burn, kindle’ reveals 
that Armenian once possessed the noun *datér but also that in historical 
times only the old word Aur (: IE *pur) was alive, i.e. Armenian only 
partially shared the innovation which in Iranian and Slavic led to the 
replacements''®. This seems to say that Armenian once had *pur, 
and later adopted the verb *darér-(em) (without the noun *atér?), 
surely an unacceptable tableau. 

If our interpretation of *bhrdtér is correct, *a’ér was in general use, 
and, what is more, the oldest word for ‘fire’. The other two words 
were later innovations, and in view of its transparency ignis must be 
more recent than pur. Thus we obtain the following sequence : 

(1) *atér 
(2) *paHwr 
(3) *ngnis. 


6. SISTER 


For Sister an IE *swesdr is guaranteed by the following impressive 
array of evidence: Ind. svasar-, Av. x‘ayhar-; Arm. khoyr, gen. kher. 
n.pl. kAorkh (represent *kheir, *khesros, *khchor-, with kh- from sw-); 
Lat. soror with sobrinus from *swes‘-inos; Olr siur; Goth. swistar, 


116 This has been suggested by Knobloch, PICL X/4, 1970, 647-648. 

‘17 Cf. Benveniste, Origines, 1935, 10.169; Chantraine 1974: 957. Nagy has not 
succeeded in his attempt (HSCP 78, 1974, 105) to resuscitate Thurneysen’s idea that 
Lat. purgGre is from *pir agere. 

118 Note, however, that according to Naert (Studia Linguistica 9, 1956, 78), “pur 
could be a derivative of *pu- ‘blow’ (see Pokorny 1959 : 847). 

119 Solita, Die Stellung des Armenischen, 1960, 365. 
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Runic swestar, OHG swester !*°; Lithu. sesuo, gen. sesers; OCS sestra; 
Tokh. A sar, B ser'!, 

6.1. This term was replaced in Greek by the innovations &d5eAon and 
Kaotyvytn, the feminine forms to aGdeAQdc and Kaciyvntos, see 5.1. 
above. 

But here also, as in the case of “‘brother”’’, the IE word was not lost 
without a trace. Hesychius records the glosses 

éop Ovyatnp, dveyi1dc 

EOPEG ‘ LPOONKOVTEG, OVYYEVEIG, 
which, in spite of the masculine lemmas Gvewidc, mpoojKovtec, and 
the erroneous definition Ovyatnp, doubtless bring in éop- the IE 
*swesor-. The same word is no doubt also transmitted in the Hesychian 
gloss 

sdpéoot: yuvattiv 
which is surely 2opeoqt'!??, 

Even more important, however, is the fact that, as can be seen 
from the definitions, the word had a much wider meaning than 
“sister” in the primary family: *swesor- meant not only one’s own 
sister but more generally the female members of the joint family or the 
clan. This conclusion is again supported by the evidence of Ossetic: 
Iron xo, Digor xwere apply to “‘all women of one’s clan” /2>. As has 
been formulated by Risch (1944 : 118): “bhrdtér und swesér bezeichnen 
nicht, wie man gewohnlich angibt, Bruder und Schwester, sondern all- 
gemein ‘das mannliche, bzw. weibliche blutsverwandte und zur selben 
Generation gehorige Mitglied der GroBfamilie’”’. 

6.2. Thus we can assert with confidence that the terms “brother” and 
“sister” refer not to the primary family established in our societies, but 
to a larger unit which we have already described as the joint family or 
GroBfamilie. In this system the families of the grandparents and of 
their sons (i.e. their children) form one establishment. As late as the 
19th century, communities of this kind, called zadruga, were still well 
known among the South Slavs: about 60-70 persons, belonging to 


120 It is partly unnecessary, partly impossible to trace Runic -ar, OHG -er to IE 
-ér (c.g. Pokorny 1959: 1051). The main point is, of course, that, as swest.r shows, the 
development was based on *swesr-, an ablaut-form inherited in, e.g., gen. dat. sg. The 
gen.sg. *swesr-os gave *swesirs which on the analogy of *duhtrs: *duhtér acquired a new 
nom. swestér, etc., as is rightly stated in Ernout-Meillet s.v. 

42! For the Tokharian forms Schindler, IF 72, 1968, 249, scems to have found the 
correct solution, based on IE *swesor-. 

'22 So already Saussure, Mémoire 218? = Recueil 2047. 

123 See Abajev, Osetinskij jazyk i fol’klor I, M-L. 1949, 63. 
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three generations, and naturally all in the male line, lived in the same 
household; the house proper, where the hearth was, accommodated 
the head and his family, while the other members of the.community 
and their families lived in smaller dwellings which surrounded the 
main building in a semicircle, or more precisely they just slept in these 
cubicles since the whole group had their meals in the “big house”’ !?*. 
6.3. We must now examine the question whether the term ‘“‘sister” 
has any connection with this social system. Very few scholars believe 
that *swesdr has nothing to do with this system, that, to use the 
Sanskrit forms, -sar- in svasar- is just a neuter (!') suffix (of much the 
same kind as -far- in pitar- or -var- in éatvar- ‘four’) which also appears 
in the numerals ¢tisras ‘three’ and éatasras ‘four’, in Lat. uxdr, and Hitt. 
ishassaras ‘mistress’ '**, But it is hard to believe that what appears to 
be a clear feminine-indicator should simply be a neuter suffix with 
no intrinsic connection to the feminine gender, and most scholars 
adhere to the opposite view. 

6.4. According to this widely held view *swesdér consists of the 
segments *swe- and *sdér. For these components Meringer proposed 
identification with the possessive pronoun *swo- ‘own’, and interpre- 
tation of *sdr as ‘woman’: the original meaning of *swesér was ‘das 
eigene Weib’. He also thought that Homeric dap ‘woman, wife’ was a 
cognate: it derived from *so-sy, and both contained “ser- ‘connect’, 
cp. Lat (con)serere'?°. 

6.5. The interpretation of *swesdr as “le membre femelle du groupe”, 
‘la personne femelle appartenant au groupe’’, “la personne feminine 
du groupe’’, found great favour with the French school. Meillet 
suggested that a further word containing *sdér was Lat. uxdr, 1. 
*uk-sor “‘le conjoint femelle’, “‘la personne féminine habituelle, la 
compagne’’, and Benveniste found that IE ‘*sdr itself, so far only 
known from opaque or quite obscure compounds, survived in Avest. 
harisi ‘femme, femelle’ }2’. 


124 For further information about the IE joint family see Hermann 1918: 204-207; 
1937: 36 f.; Schrader-Nehring 1923: 289; Vinsky 1938: 16 f.; Benveniste 1969: 218. 
For a vivid description (of 1585 A.D.!) of the joint family among the Balts see Hermann, 
[F 50, 1932, 146; and, on “The distribution of the zadruga within SE Europe”, Ph. E. 
Mosely, J. Starr Memorial Volume, 1953, 219-230. Cf. 32.7.3.2.3. below. 

'25 This view is primarily represented by T. Burrow, see: Annals of the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute (Poona) 32, 1952, 29 f.; The Sanskrit Language, 1955, 202. 

126 See Meringer, IF 16, 1904, 171. For earlier views about “das Weib, das zu den 
eigenen gehért™ (but with divergent interpretations of the second element), see Del- 
briick 1889 : 462. 

127 Meillet, Esquisse d’une histoire de Ja langue latine, *1948, 20 (: Ist ed. 1928!); 
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6.6. Unfortunately, this interpretation of hdrisi is anything but cer- 
tain. The formation is not, in fact, explained: the assertion that Adr- 
(from IE *sdr-) yielded a neuter abstract *hdr-is, from which a feminine 
har-is-i was formed, lacks all probability. For a positive solution 
Emmerick’s words are of importance: “‘It is difficult to see how any- 
one can read V.15.16ff. on the importance of haraGra- n. ‘care, atten- 
tion’ to a Adirisi- without deriving Adirisi- from har- ‘to watch over, 
attend to’. Not only must a Adirisi receive ‘care’ but she too shows care 
for her young. She is in fact the personification of ‘care’. In GAv. we 
have an adjective Adra- ‘watching over’, which may be responsible for 
the -d- of Adirisi-”" 12°. 

6.7. But almost simultaneously with the discovery of *sdr in Av. 
harisi, further (or renewed) support seemed to have come from Hit- 
tite '?9. The appearance of the Hittite words ishassaras ‘mistress’ (: ishas 
‘master’), suppissara- ‘pure woman, Virgin’, and other words possibly 
of the same formation led Johannes Lohmann in 1936 to the rather 
hesitant suggestion that the Hittite element -sara-, denoting a female, 
might present the long since postulated IE noun *sor- ‘woman’. 

6.8. However, the new evidence was not unequivocal, it still seemed 
possible that the Hittite formative was adventicious. Ridiculing the 
semantics (“la propria donna” when one would expect “la consan- 
guinea’’), Pisani suggested '>° that *swesdr was to be segmented as 
*su-esor in which *esdr was ‘blood’, and “su- was either the nil-grade 
of *swe-, and *swesdr meant ‘one’s own blood’, or else it was connected 
with Lith. su ‘with’, etc., and *swesdr meant ‘connected by blood’. 
For the semantic development of “‘consanguineal”’ to the specific rela- 
tion “‘brother/sister” Pisani pointed to Hungarian festvér, from test 
‘body’ and vér ‘blood’, but obviously without realizing that (1) festvér 
means ‘born of the same parents’ whether brother or sister, (2) that it 
is shortened from testvér nénje, testvér Gccse, etc., in which nénje ‘elder 
sister’, Gccse ‘younger brother’, etc., defined the sex'®'. The same 


BSL 32, 1931, 8; Ernout-Meillet 631, 759; Benveniste 1934: 104, 106; BSL 46, 1950, 
XXII; 1969: 214, 215 (: on *swe-!), 247 f., 328 f.—This derivation of Adrisi had been 
advanced before by H. Gintert, Studics in honour of C.E. Pavry, 1933, 130 f. Cf. also 
Duchesne-Guillemin, 2. Fachtagung fiir idg. und allg. Sprachwissenschaft, 1962, 121. 

128 Emmerick, TPS 1966, 22. See also fn. 145 below! 

129 The details of this new discovery are given in Szemerényi 1967 : 206 f. 

139 Pisani, Miscellanea G. Galbiati III, 1951, 7. Cf. Szemerényi 1964: 313', 3352; 
and now again Pisani 1975: 48. 

15 See Barczi, Magyar szofejt6é szétar, 1941, 308. The other supporting example, 
ON 4/60; ‘brother’ is also ill-choscn, since the formation, *ga-b/lédan-, clearly indicates 
the sex. 
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objection was raised by Laroche !*? : “Comment ‘celle du méme sang’ 
définit-il la sceur dans une terminologie patriarcale? Et quelle est la 
marque du féminin dans su-esor ‘méme sang’?”’. 

6.9. An even graver objection ts that ‘blood’ cannot be reconstructed 
as “esor. The evidence is as follows: Ind. asrk, gen. asnas, Hitt. eshar, 
Gk. Eap (elap), Lat. asser, Latv. asins, Tokh. A ysdar, B yasar, Arm. 
ariun., 

It would, of course, be simplest to accept the evidence of Hittite 
and, apparently, Greek, and therefore posit e- (é-) for the first vowel—as 
is usually done'**. But Lat. asser (assyr), with assardtum “genus 
quoddam potionis ex uino et sanguine temperatum” (Festus), and 
Latv. asins cannot be fitted into an ablaut-alternation in which either 
e-/o- or é-/& could be expected but not é-/a-. What is more, -ss- of the 
Latin forms cannot be original, for, as is shown by the cognate 
languages (and is probable a priori), IE had just -s-. The Latin form 
therefore points to a primitive *dser which was replaced by asser just 
as lupiter was by luppiter or lipos by lippus. The Tokharian forms A 
ysar, B yasar are said to derive from IE *esdr'>* but it is obvious that 
*esar satisfies them just as well, and this is nothing else but a (tabuistic?) 
transformation of *dser. The same metathesis accounts for the Hittite 
form, but eshar is the original form, not one secondarily transformed 
from essar'>>, and this shows that the IE form was *dsHer, and the 
transform quite regularly eshar. 

Gk. Eap, elap seem to represent *ds(H)r which relates to *dsHer as 
does odOap to uber'3®. Arm. ariun cannot of course represent “*asr- 
-iyon-'>” because the result would have been *afiun, not ariun; but the 
latter can easily represent contraction from *aher-iun-, cf. harkh (nom. 
pl. of hayr ‘father’) from “pateres which went via *ha(y)er-kh to 
harkh'3®, although *ar- from *ahar (< *asy) cannot be ruled out. 


132 Laroche, RHA 28, 1971, 5! fn. 39 (against Mittelberger, WZKM 62, 1969, 
318f.). 

133 Cf. Pokorny 1959: 343; Stefanini, AGI 43, 1959, 18-37; Kronuasser, Etymologie 
der heth. Sprache 3, 1963, 229 f. (: original essar/esnas); Szemerényi 1964; 313°; 
Windckens, IF 65, 1960, 251 (: *ésr — *esd6r). 

134 Cf, e.g., Schindler, IF 72, 1968, 247 fn. 44; and for the general problem 
Schmalstieg, Orbis 22, 1973, 353 f., esp. 354. 

135 This is assumed to have been the basic form by Stefanini and Kronusser [see 
fn. 133). 

136 Cf. Hamp, Glotta 48, 1970, 141-145; Etimologija (1970), 1972, 263-268: Eichner, 
Minchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 31, 1973, 94; Chantraine 1974; 816, 

137 This is assumed by, ¢.g., Stefanini [see fn. 133] 31. 

138 See Szemereényi 1960: 21, esp. fn. 96. 
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The remaining forms, Ind. asrk/asnas, and Latv. asins definitely have 
short a-, and seem to reflect an early alternation *dsH(e)r: *asH(e)n-. 
6.10. The analysis *su-esdr is therefore neither semantically nor for- 
mally acceptable. But this does not mean that we can now return to 
the traditional segmentation *swe-sdr: the alleged evidence for an 
independent sor ‘woman’ in Avest. Adri§si has turned out to be unreal, 
and we now also know that Hitt. *sar(a)- is no more real. 

But to balance this loss, as it were, Anatolian has now provided 
us with an important new datum for the solution of our problem. 
Some tcn years ago I showed (1967: 215f.) that Luwian has a neuter 
abstract asrulahit- ‘womanhood, womanly qualities’, obviously formed 
from the adjective asruli- (also attested!), which itself points to a 
basic *asr- ‘woman’. This is the noun that has been known for forty 
years in the Hittite words ishasara-, hasusara- ‘queen’, etc., and it is 
now clear that these are to be segmented as isha-asara-, hasu-asara-, etc. 
The word ‘woman’ thus had the basic form *asar- which could be 
syncopated to asr-. Since the publication of my earlier paper (1967) 
I have noticed that this basic word also occurs in the phrase EZEN 
asrahitassi-, the name of a feast, obviously the feast of ‘womanhood’ !39, 
From the formal point of view it is noteworthy that asrahit- is 
matched by zidahit- ‘manliness’ from ziti- ‘man’, which once more 
confirms our result that asar- is a noun, ‘woman’. 

6.10.1. As I pointed out in my 1967 paper (216f.), an obvious 
cognate of the Hittito-Luwian asar- ‘woman’ ts found in Homeric 6ap 
‘woman, wife’. It is now also clear '*° that at long last, we have found 
the IE word for *“‘woman’’, which has been sought in *swesdr: it is 
however not *sdér but *esdr. The Hittito-Luwian asar- represents an 
assimilated *esar- from IE *esor-, while Gk. dap is from *osr. The two 
forms seem to show the same variation as *weddr: *wodr, although 
this fact need not mean that *esdr also must have been a neuter. 
6.10.2. As we have seen, Avest. Adrisi had to be removed from this 
context. But again, in compensation as it were, Avestan supplies a new 
cognate to our “esdr/*osy. 

At Visprat 1,3 and 2,3, the feminine noun ayhairi and its obvious 
(neuter) derivative dyhairya- occur, the latter in the phrase gaéOanqm 
ayhairya-, the former (identically in both passages) in the relative 
clause yat ayhairyé zizanan. In this clause zizanan is from the root 


139 Cf. Friedrich, Heth. Worterbuch s.v, 
140 Here and in the following sections several] of the interpretations given earlier 
(1964; 1967) have been replaced by new ones. 
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zan- ‘beget, bear’ (see Szemerényi 1964: 407), and so ayhairyé clearly 
denotes some kind of female. Bartholomae (1904 : 358) assumed it to 
be from ayhairi ‘Gebarerin’, and (gaé@anam) ayhairya- to be a ‘Bezeich- 
nung eines gottlich gedachten Wesens oder Begriffs’; he interpreted 
dyhairi as representing *a-huwari from *hi- ‘bear’ !*!. This derivation 
was attacked by Wackernagel who pointed out that Indian su- ‘bear, 
be born’ is not found with the preverb @ whereas si#- ‘drive on’ is so 
found; he therefore suggested that ayhairi meant ‘Antreiberin’ !*?. 

It is very odd that Wackernagel should have attacked Bartholomae’s 
semantic interpretation while retaining his formal analysis. For the 
assumed meaning is obviously demanded by the context while the 
interpretation of ayha- as representing Ghuva- is all but impossible. 
To be sure, Bartholomae thought he could point to some cases in 
which instead of yuh (= nhv) simple yh appeared (: “oft blos 9h’’). 
But the alleged instances are few and far between, and untenable !*°>. 
Thus, e.g., vivaghd no more represents -ahvd@ than vivayhana- an 
-ahvana-; both are based on the stem vivah-'*!, The form namayhante, 
interpreted as containing -Ay- in 1901, is later (1904: 1069) thought 
to have -hy-. Reichelt gives (1909: 55) nmamanhdad as nom. sg. m. of 
*namahvan- but the form is clearly the instr. sg. of namah-, cp. 
Gershevitch 1959 : 23. 

In these circumstances there is no justification for taking an Avestan 
ayhairi for anything else but dhari. And in view of the meaning ‘female, 
woman’ (and so a@harya- ‘femininity’ = ‘fertility’?) the derivation would 
also seem to become clear: dhari is the feminine of an adjective 
*ahara-, and this in turn is a vgddhied derivative of *ahar- (IE *esor-) 
‘woman’. The procedure is very similar to that encountered above 
(6.10.) in Luwian asr-ul-ahit-, and is formally paralleled by vdsara-: 
vasar- in Ind. vdsara- ‘light; brightness, day’, OP (Oiira-)vdhara- '*5, 
6.11. If, then, Indo-European possessed a noun “*esdr/*osr ‘woman’, 


11 This view is repeated, with slight divergences, by H. Reichelt, Avesta Reader, 
1911, 162, and L.H. Gray, The foundations of the Iranian religions, 1929, 133. 

142 See Wackernagel, Ehrengabe Geiger, 1931, 233, and Wackernagel-Debrunner 
1954 : 420, 898. 

143 Cf. Bartholomae 1901 : 156 no. 30. 

144 Cp. also OP Vivana if from *Vivahdna! 

143 For those who are not satisfied with the new interpretation of Avest. Adrisi 
(see 6.6. above), there is the alternative possibility, suggested by me some years ago 
(see 1967: 217). This would mean that Adrigi derives from IE *esor-, from which an 
adjective *ahar-ifa- or *har-isa- was formed; hAdris-i is the feminine (via *haar- if from 
*ahar-, not *har-); the formation is paralleled by tavi§s-i where the feminine was used 
as an abstract. 
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but not a nown *sér of the same meaning, we must briefly examine 
those words which were claimed as connected with *swesér by Brug- 
mann exactly a century ago, i.e. the words that can be represented by 
Ind. tisras, éatasras, and Lat. uxor '*®, 

6.11.1. The Indian feminine numerals fisras ‘three’, éatasras ‘four’ 
have exact correspondences in Avest. tisrdé, €atayrd (= éatahro), but 
also, what is truly amazing and significant, in the Far West, in Old 
Irish teoir, cethéoir, Middle Welsh teir, pedeir. For nearly half-a- 
century, a Gaulish form tidres used to be regarded as a Continental 
Celtic representative of Ind. tisras but now we know that the form, 
read by Thurneysen in the La Graufesenque graffiti instead of tidrus 
(“weil nur dieses fiir mich deutbar ist’”)!*’, is a ghost-form: the true 
reading is tibrus '4*8, 

There has never been any doubt that the Aryan forms represent a 
dissimilated *t(r)i-sr-es and *k*etesres. On the Celtic side, it had been 
taught for a century or more that the Old Irish forms at any rate 
pointed to IE *t(rjesores, *k"etesores'*®, when the suggestion was 
made that even Old Irish required *(k"e)tesres, not *(k"e)tesores'5°. 
But an insurmountable difficulty in the way of this assumption is the 
fact that Olr. teiir is a disyllabic form which cannot derive from 
*resres but only from *tesores'>'. 

There can be no doubt that the Western *(k"e)tesores and the 
Eastern “*tisres, *k*etesres represent different levellings of an earlier 
ablauting paradigm, i.e. nom. -sor-es, acc. -sr-ys, etc. But how is the 
formative element itself to be explained ? 

As long as the second element of these numerals was considered to 
be identical with an IE word *sor- ‘woman’, it was impossible to 
understand the formation of *k*etesores. The problem was therefore 


146 See Brugmann, Curtius’ Studien 9, 1876, 394. 

'¢7 Thurneysen, ZCP 15, 1925, 380. 

148 See Marichal, CRAI 1971, 204; Lejeune, ibid. 212, offers as a tentative inter- 
pretation t(r)ibrus. 

‘49 For the Celtic forms see Pedersen, Vergl. Gram. der keltischen Sprachen II, 
1913, 127-129; Pokorny, KZ 47, 1916, 160; Lewis-Pedersen, A concise Comp. Celtic 
Grammar, 1937, 188; Thurneysen, A grammar of Old Irish, 1946, 246; Pokorny 1959: 
642 f., 1090 f. — The British forms present, above all with their infection, great 
difficulties, see especially Pedersen 1913. But I would combine one of his suggestions 
(-esares) with an assumption of influence from the neuter tri which led to *tesari, and 
then to *k"etesari, -ari developing into -eir, see Jackson, Language and History in 
Early Britain, 1954, 581. 

159 See Cowgill, Lg. 33, 1957, 341-345. 

151 See Hamp, Eriu 24, 1973, 177. 
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simply swept under the carpet. And yet the fact that ‘four’ was not 
*k”et-sor-es but *k”ete-sores, with an inexplicable -e- before -sores, 
should have given pause /5?. This is the first time that this peculiarity 
ceases to be an unexplained oddity: the feminine *k”etesores is to be 
segmented “*k"et-esores, just as the masculine *k*etwores is to be 
segmented as *k"et-wores; we do no longer have to put up with 
*k”et- in the latter, but *k”ete- in the former. 

But with this explanation, the numeral ‘three’ with the feminine 
*t(r)esores seems to present grave difficulties. Should we not expect 
*t(r)i-esores instead? The answer (in the negative) is given by the 
following observation. A basic form ter- has been postulated by several 
scholars ‘>>, and is now thought to have been confirmed by Hitt. 
teriyanna- ‘third’, Hierogl. Hitt. tarsu ‘three times’; cf. also Ind. 
trtiya- ‘third’ '°*. This means that *t(r)esores was formed before *ter- 
acquired the suffix -ei-/-i- which later characterized the masculine 
and neuter. Further, in the East, but possibly also in the West, the 
early *tresores was under the influence of *tri- reshaped to “*trisores. 
6.11.2. Lat. uxor ‘wife’ remains difficult even if it is thought to con- 
tain *sor ‘woman’ as its second component, for the first part remains 
without any clear connection. Bally’s idea that uk- could be connected 
with Lithu. vosvis was taken up by Devoto but later abandoned !°°. 

A new solution was proposed by Meillet who compared Arm. am- 
usin ‘husband, wife’, and derived Lat. uk- and Arm. us- from IE uk- 
‘get used, learn’'*®. Although the strange idea of the “accustomed 
woman” still finds favour abroad !>’, in France itself Benveniste has 
probably put an end to its career'>®. But it should not have been 


1S2 The segmentation *k"ete-sor- is given by Benveniste 1969: 215, and the even 
more peculiar *k”et(rjo-sr- by Laroche, Les noms des Hittites, 1966, 306. Hamp’s 
declaration (l.c., 178): “I do happen to believe” that these feminine numerals showed 
*sor- ‘sister’ would have been more convincing if chaptcr and verse had been given for 
this belief. 

153 Cf.,e.g., Bagge, Class. Review 20, 1906, 266; Knobloch, Pyramide 4, 1952, 82 B. 

1S# See Wackernagel-Debrunner 1930 : 347; Edgerton, Lg. 19, 1943, 122; Benveniste 
1962: 86-87.—On an earlier occasion (1960: 82) 1 opposed this view but °*f/r)esores 
seems to me to be decisive. 

(55 Cp. Bally, MSL 12, 1903, 325 f.; Devoto, Studi Baltici 4, 1935, 57 f.; Storia 
della lingua di Roma, 71944, 21, but the relevant sentence is deleted in the German 
translation of the Storia (1968, 27), and already in his Origini indeuropee, 1962, 223 f. 
and in the appendix, uxor had been omitted. For Devoto’s more recent views see the 
text further on.—Cf. also Benveniste 1969: 248 f. 

156 See Ernout-Meillet 1959 ; 759; Meillet, BSL 32, 1931, 9. 

'S7 Cp. P. Friedrich 1966: 19-20. 

(58 Benveniste 1969 : 247 f. 
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launched in the first place. For the Armenian word does not denote 
the ‘wife’ alone but also refers to the “husband”. For that reason the 
more recent suggestion that it is from *am-uk”sen-'5° ‘che ha marito’ 
is also deficient. 

It seems to me clear that the Armenian word started life as a forma- 
tion comparable to the Late Latin sponsus-sponsa, or the Spanish 
casado ‘married’ and Hungarian hdzas, hdzastars ‘marriage-partner’ 
(house-partner!). Since man and wife are, especially in the East, often 
denoted by the expressions ‘master of the house’ and ‘mistress of the 
house’—IE *wik-potis and *wik-potni, also *dems-potis and *dems- 
-potni in Greek—it seems clear that Arm. amusin is regularly developed 
from *samo-wis-in- (or -en-) which meant ‘living in one and the same 
wis-, house’. After the syncope of i, *hamousin- developed into (h)amu- 
Sin. 

To return to the Latin word, wxor was around the middle of our 
century given a quite novel explanation by Pisani who suggested (1951 : 
If., esp. 5) that uxor was ‘woman’ inasmuch as she was ‘fecondata’ 
(: *uk“sor-) in contrast to the active *uk”sen- ‘marito, fecondatore’. 
Although at first sight attractive, this explanation cannot be accepted. 
To begin with, the word *uksdn ‘ox, bull’ is found from one end of 
Indoeuropia (Indian, Iranian, Tokharian) to the other (Germanic, 
Celtic), but there is nowhere any trace of a corresponding passive/femi- 
nine form *uksér—apart from the Latin word in question. And that 
for a very good reason: in the IE languages the domestic animals 
usually show a tripartite system which is based on suppletivism, not 
derivation '©°. Cf. the Latin triplets 


male female young 
sheep aries ouis agnus 
bovine taurus bos vitulus 
swine aper sus porcus. 


And in fact the feminine corresponding to *uksén was no doubt the 
general IE *g”ous ‘cow’. 

In more recent times scholars have either reverted to explanations 
advanced in the last century or found etymologies in accord with the 


159 Advanced by Pisani 1951: | f., who thinks that ‘che ha il marito’ was later 
broadened to ‘che ha il coniuge’. 

109 See Szemerényi 1964 : 333, and cp. Trubatev, Leksikograficeskij Sbornik 6, 1963, 
12-15. 
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institution of exogamy (: the ‘wife’ as .outsider’)'®'. None of these 
suggestions rings true. 

I have no new solution to offer. It would be ideal if uk- could be 

combined with the IE word *wik- or *woik- (which would yield the 
excellent ‘mistress of the house’) but the sound laws (seem to?) stand 
in the way '®?, There is, however, one important point which can be 
settled even so: if uksér contains the IE word for ‘woman’, then its 
original form was *uk-esdér (or *ug-esdr sim.) whose e was lost fairly 
late by syncope. 
6.12. If, then, we can regard as established that IE possessed a word 
*esor ‘woman’, the analysis of *swesdr can no longer be based on the 
segmentation *swe-sdér but must proceed from *sw-esdr. In view of the 
broad meaning of “*swesdr, i.e. ‘woman of the joint family’ (see 6.1.), 
the interpretation of *sw-, that is *sa-, is now also feasible. For ‘clan’, 
‘kin’ the historical languages use a noun which is mostly derived 
from a verb ‘be born’, cf. Gk. yévoc, yeved, Lat. genus, Goth. kuni, 
etc. It is therefore almost self-evident that sé- is from the verb si-, 
still very much alive in Aryan, and the basis of *sunus ‘son’ also. But 
whereas in *su-nu-s we have a derivative, *sd- is the root itself, that 
is a root-noun, used with the meaning ‘all that has been born, the kin, 
the clan’, or simply ‘the joint family’. 

The compound in question is a tatpurusa and means ‘the woman 
(member) of the joint family’'®*. The expression was automatically 
confined to the age-group of the brother, and with it to EGO’s direct 
descendants, because with the parents this kind of relation was ruled’ 
out by the institution of exogamy, and for the mother there were 
special expressions anyway. 

From the formal point of view we may note that in *si#-esdr the 


16! Cf., on the one hand, W. Steinhauser, ZfMundartforschung 27, 1960, 107° 
(: *ug*”h- ‘uoueo’ + *sdr); Ambrosini, SSL 2, 1962, 23-32 (: *uk- < *wek- ‘desire’: 
‘la donna scelta’); 3, 1963, 86 (: *ugh- < *wegh- ‘trasportare’, and so ‘rape’!); on the 
other, Mezger, AJPh 65, 1944, 170-171 (: *u-k- from *au ‘away’, and so ‘the outsider’); 
Devoto, Mél. Benveniste, 1975, 113 f. (: the same, ‘la donna presa dall’esterno’). 

162 The alleged Plautine Voxor (which could represent *woik- or *woik-?) is un- 
fortunately in all probability a ghost, see Housman, Class. Review 5, 1891, 293 f.—Note, 
however, that an s-stem *uk-es-, or, better still (if, in spite of the Romance languages, 
i- is admissible; they could have shortened unaccented &, e.g. uxdrem > iixére), 
*ouk-es- from *euk-es- = Ind. dkas- ‘dwelling, home’, could still give ‘mistress of the 
house’, the form being then due to a haplological shortening of *oukes-esér to *oukesor, 
*ouksér; on the latter, see the text further on. 

163 This fact is of some importance since Risch’s study (first IF 59, 1944-49, 7 f., 
and now 1974: 214 f.) has revealed that this kind of compound was very rare in early IE. 
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first long vowel was shortened before the following vowel, and *siesdr 
became automatically *swesdr by the converse of Sievers’ law; being 
a polysyllable, this form ceased to show the kind of anlaut-variation 
known from monosyllables (e.g. Ind. tuvam/tvam, siya@m/syam)'®*. 
6.13. The recognition of *su- as the possibly earliest expression for 
‘joint family, elan’ allows, and even obliges, us to settle several con- 
nected, and hitherto unsolved, problems. 

6.13.1. As is known, on the strength of false segmentations such as 
*swe-sor, a noun *swe- ‘one’s own group’ has gained a firm foothold 
in IE paleontology. This has now been shown to be erroneous: the true 
analysis of the most important term is *su-esdr. But a thematic adjec- 
live *swe-/*swo- does exist, it is the so-called “‘reflexive’’ possessive. 
But “reflexive” is to be taken comprehensively: in IE, the reflexive 
possessive was used of all persons, not, as is the case with many 
languages (cf. Lat. suus, French son/sa, Germ. sein), just of the third 
person. 

This peculiarity of the IE reflexive possessive is still very much alive 
in Slavic and Baltic, cf., e.g., Russ. my vypolnjajem svoje zadanije 
‘we fulfil our task’; Lithu. tu dirbi savo darbq ‘du verrichtest deine 
Arbeit’ (Senn). But this usage is also found in Ancient Greek and 
Indian, cf. Odyss. 9,28 : ob tor Ey ye tig yaing Svvapyar yAuKepatepov 
GAAO idé00a1 ‘I cannot set eyes on anything sweeter than my (!) own 
country’; and RV 1, 139, 2: dpasydma ... svébhir aksadbhih ‘we saw 
with our (!) own eyes’; 1, 108, 7: ydd indrdgni mddathah své duroné 
‘when you (two), Indra and Agni, regale yourselves in your (!) own 
home’. There can be no doubt that this “broad” use of the reflexive 
possessive represents the IE state of affairs which in historical times 
has been eliminated in most IE languages, the surviving exceptions 
being Balto-Slavic and Albanian’®*. But how is this usage to be 
explained? _ 

To suggest that, the reflexive, “‘c’est un mot de valeur général, 
indiquant ce qui existe d’une maniére autonome, qui a une existence 
propre” !°® seems a plain Mumbo-Jumbo incantation, offering words 
without any content, certainly not a rational explanation. More helpful 


'6* For these phonetic processes see Szemerényi 1970: 102.—Laryngealists will be 
able to rewrite the processes involved as independent developments. 

165 For the facts mentioned see Brugmann 1904: 409; Bolling, Lg. 23, 1947, 31-33; 
Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 200, 204. 

166 The quote is from Ernout-Meillet 1959: 664, but one can also refer to Meillet, 
Introduction® 337 : ‘propre a une personne’, 
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is Specht’s conclusion, based on a careful analysis of Vedic usage, 
that Ind. sva-, Lat. suus, usually rendered “one’s own”, in fact meant 
“everything that belonged to the joint family (GroBfamilie)” !°’. For 
this not only establishes a clear conncction with the IE joint family 
system but also enables us to give a clear explanation of the facts in 
accord with the results reached above. 

As I pointed out nearly a quarter of a century ago !°°, if IE society 
was characterized by the joint family, then the system was obviously 
based on communal, not personal ownership; everything belonged to 
the *s#-, not to any individual member of it, and was therefore rightly 
described as *sii-*/,-, later *sw*/p-, that is ‘belonging to the *su-’!°. 
Accordingly, *swom *peku or *swos *ekwos was ‘small cattle/horse 
belonging to the joint family or clan’, and every member of the joint 
family could rightfully describe their horse as *swos *ekwos. This docs 
not mean that the possessive pronouns “in the proper sense” had not 
yet come into being. They did exist, but, because of the social system, 
could only be applied to inalienable, non-external, property, e.g. to 
parts of the body, etc. Thus a clan-member’s head could only be 
described as ‘mince, thine, his’, etc., but never as *swom “kaput. 

This early use was later, after the break-up of the old social system 
over large areas, altered, and it was at that stage that the possessive 
*swo- came to be restricted to the third person in many IE languages. 
6.13.2. At this point a further question must be faced : how can the 
reflexive pronoun (e.g. Lat. sé) be reconciled with our findings con- 
cerning the reflexive possessive *s(e)wos? 

It must be stated at the outset that, contrary to a widely held view, 
the personal reflexive could not originally, like the possessive, be 
applied to all persons: it was only applicable to the third person. In 
contrast to what can be seen in the development of the reflexive 


"67 See Specht 1944: 42 f., esp. 46. 

168 See Szemerényi 1956: 516 f., and in greater detail (though not with the precision 
reached here) 1964: 313 f. Of particular interest for the semantic relations are the 
Atharva-Veda passages marshalled by Specht (1944 : 44-45), in which sva- is not simply 
‘own’ but ‘Versippter’, ‘member of the same ilk’, in contrast to arana- ‘stranger, not a 
member of one’s own clan’.—It is gratifying to see that in his last major work Benveniste 
reached a very similar conclusion (1969: 332: “la propriété méme ne se définit qu’a 
lintérieur du groupe inclus dans les limites de *swe’’), although the formal relations 
are left unclear: “‘Le mot *swe a donné naissance a l’adjectif indiquant !’appartenance 
propre” (329)—but how? 

‘69 Although here we are not primarily concerned with morphological problems, it 
should pechaps be mentioned that the variant *sewo- of the possessive will have arisen 
by secondary vrddhi from *suwo-, cf. *deiwo- from *diw-; see Szemerényi 1970: 126. 
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possessive, the reflexive pronoun shows a tendency of expanding its 
sphere from the third person to other persons. Wackernagel has 
pointed out!7° that in New High German already in the 17th century 
sich can be so used, which was impossible in the old Germanic dialects. 
Similar clear innovations are found in French also, cf. nous se (!) 
repentons. 

This historical picture neatly fits in with the linguistic analysis. As 

was shown by Benveniste (1954: 36f.), the stem *swe of the reflexive 
pronoun is secondary : it was transformed from the original *se under 
the influence of *twe. But he was mistaken in holding (37) that the 
reflexive *se “‘d’abord propre a toutes les personnes, a tendu a devenir 
strictement un pronom de 3° personne”’. The pronoun ‘se is obviously 
identical with *so and *soi, and therefore originally could only refer 
to the third person, as an anaphoric to begin with’’!. The develop- 
ment was succinctly summed up by the late Adelaide Hahn: in many 
languages the 3rd person pronoun came to be restricted to a reflexive 
function, and in isolated cases this was even extended to the first and 
second persons !7?, 
6.13.3. These results are of great importance. The reflexive possessive 
and the reflexive personal pronoun were originally quite distinct. The 
possessive started life as *su-o- ‘belonging to the joint family/clan’, and 
therefore could refer to any person. In later linguistic phases it very 
often lost this broad reference and came to be restricted to the third 
person. 

The reflexive pronoun, on the other hand, started life as a simple 
demonstrative/anaphoric in the form *so, *se, *soi, but, under the 
influence of *twe, *se acquired the variant *swe. This form, almost 
identical with the adjectival *swos, in some languages expanded its 
sphere—obviously under the influence of the possessive—and even 
penetrated into the other persons (e.g. in Baltic and Slavic). 

6.13.4. The existence of the noun *sz- or the adjectival *swe- accounts 
for such kinship-terms as Gk. Etdc¢ ‘kinsman living in EGO’s house- 
hold’!73, from a collective *s#-efa or abstract-collective *swe-ta; and 


170 See J. Wackernagel, Vorlesungen tiber Syntax II, 71926, 94. 

173 Cf. Szemerényi 1964 : 314 f.; 1970: 203. 

172 A. Hahn, The supposcd reflexive pronoun in Latin, TAPA 94, 1963, 86-112, esp. 
90. Much the same was found for the Germanic languages by L. Hermodsson (Reflexive 
und intransitive Verba im 4ltcsten Westgermanischen, Uppsala 1952, 330 f., 178-185): 
*s(wJe was originally both anaphoric and reflexive, the latter function gradually super- 
seded the former. 

‘73 For the meaning of this term see Gates 197] ; 28-31. 
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OHG swio, geswio ‘brother-in-law (: ‘sister’s husband’)’, from *st-eyo- 
or *swe-yo-. 

6.13.5. Derivatives of a basic *s(w)ebho- are attested in a large number 
of words (see Pokorny 1959: 883). The Gme. *sebyd in Goth. sibja, 
OE sibb, OHG sippea ‘Sippe’ denotes ‘blood-relations’, The basic 
*swebhwo- is adjectivized from a noun “swe-bhu- ‘growth, offspring 
belonging to the joint family/clan’, which only later, if at all, could 
acquire a meaning ‘von eigener Art’. The veddhied derivative (with -w- 
retained!) appears in the ethnic name Suébi, OHG Swaba ‘Schwa- 
ben’ !’*, while an enlarged form of the basic word is seen in Semnones 
from *Seb(a)nanes, ‘members of the clan’. 

6.13.6. Finally, a surprising explanation offers for the formal difficul- 
ties of the compositional element su- ‘good, well’, especially well known 
from Gk. ebv-, and Ind. sw-. 

It has of course always been tempting to connect this su- with the 
Greek adjective &0¢ ‘good, brave, excellent’ for which now Mycenaean 
e-u- and Hitt. assu- ‘good’ guarantee an IE antecedent *esu-!75. But 
this cannot be the whole story, for Indian presents not only the 
common su- but also the less frequent sa#-, and the very infrequent sva- 
which, however, seems to be matched by Avest. Ava-/hva-. The last 
variant cannot be explained away, Kuiper and Gershevitch have, in 
my view, shown this conclusively !7°. 

Now the variant s#- can easily be explained by laryngealists on the 
assumption that the second element of the compound had a preconso- 
nantal laryngeal: sé#-nar- would be from *su-Hner-. Those who have 
no such faith (or panacea), are left with a puzzling lengthening. But 
even the laryngealists cannot cope with the third variant; as Kuiper 
has it : “The origin of *Hswe- beside *Hsu- ... remains obscure because 
of the e” (1951 : 237). 

It is at this point that our results seem to become useful for the 
solution of this problem. For the noun *si- not only has the shortened 


174 The Runic name Swabaharjaz also belongs with this ethnic name, as is rightly 
stated by W. Krause, Die Sprache der urnordischen Runeninschriften, 1971, 80, but as 
‘having (= leader of) a host/army of Suébi’, not as ‘Schwabenkampfer* (Krause 115, 
although ‘kaum ein Sinn‘). See also Antonsen, A concise grammar of the Older Runic 
inscriptions, 1975, 43-44, although the comparison with Ind. sabhd is probably to be 
given up, see Mayrhofer III 433. 

‘75 This is probably from *es- ‘to be’. The parallel IE *wesu- (on a possible trace of 
which in Mycenaean see Szemerényi, Gnomon 43, 1971, 669) shows that it is quite 
unnecessary to trace é0¢ to an IE *Hsu- rather than plain *esu-. 

176 See Kuiper, NOpon yarxd, 195), 237; Indo-Iranian Journal 4, 1960, 59°; Ger- 
shevitch 1959 : 157. 
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variant siu- but also the derivative *sw-e-. This means that a compound 
*siu-menés (or later *su-menés) was originally intended as ‘“‘*having the 
mind of the joint family/clan” (Germ. “*Volkgesinnt’’), i.e. “‘well-inten- 
tioned”. The Gothic swi-kunps ‘clear, manifest’ originally was *swe- 
-gnitos ‘known to the (whole) clan = everybody’. This should not be 
construed as meaning that only this source is now to be acknowl- 
edged!77. I should rather assume a conflation of *su- from *esu- and 
*su-/*su-/*swe- from *su-. 


7. GRANDFATHER 


For GRANDFATHER 4a firmly established term is much more widely 
attested than would appear from the handbooks and dictionaries. It 
is of course undeniable that an IE *awos is attested in Lat. avos, 
ON afi (from *“awon-), for Gothic indirectly by awd ‘grandmother’ 
(from *awén-); also by Olrish Adue ‘grandson’, the usage being ex- 
plained by the reciprocity of terms between grandfather and grandson, 
see 9.2. and 9.3.2. 

In addition to this Western IE group, the stem awo- appears in 
various derivative forms in the Balto-Slav area but with the meaning 
‘uncle’, a phenomenon also encountered in the West. These terms will 
therefore be treated under 11.1.f. 

But *awos appears in all probability in Arm. hav, gen. havu, also; 
it cannot be denied that an IE *papos would also have given hav 
(Pokorny 1959: 89), but the term would in all likelihood have been 
*pappos and that would not have yielded Aav. In addition, the geo- 
graphical distribution which will become apparent presently also speaks 
in favour of hav being from *awos. 

There is almost complete unanimity that Anatolian offers a corre- 
spondence in Hitt. Aukhas, which can either represent *HfauHos, the 
source of *awos also'’®, or *HuHos in ablaut with HauHos'’9, 

Greek and Aryan are still generally thought to exhibit no trace of 
this word '§°, Greek will be shown below (11.3.3.) to have had very 


'77 This is Pokorny’s view (although with a different interpretation), see 1959 : 1038. 

‘78 Cf. Sturtevant, Lg. 9, 1933, 278 f.; Indo-Hittite Laryngeals, 1942, 35. The equation 
was first suggested in Lg. 4, 1928, 163. See now, ¢.g., Benveniste 1969 : 223 (: *HeuHos). 

'79 This was suggested by Kuryltowicz, Etudes indo-européennes I, 1935, 74, and 
seems far less plausible—Kammenhuber, rejecting the equation (KZ 77, 1961, 56’), is 
probably a lone dissentient. 

180 Cf. Risch 1944: 120 f.; Gates 1971: 54, 
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clear traces of *awos. As to Iranian, I suggested over a quarter of a 
century ago that OP niydka, Avest. nydka ‘grandfather’ contained in 
-dka- a contracted -dyaka-'*', At that time I thought that ni- might 
be the well-known prefix, not unlike the prefixes seen in such com- 
pounds as Lat. pro-avus, ab-avus. But in view of the fact that ni- means 
‘down, below’ it is perhaps less difficult to assume that the first element 
in niyG(va)ka- is niya-, formed from *an- ‘ancestor’ (Pokorny 1959: 
36-37), represented by, e.g., OHG ano ‘grandfather’, ana ‘grandmother’, 
Hitt. Aannas ‘grandmother’. Thus the Iranian word would be from a 
near-tautological compound ‘anccstor-grandfather’. 
7.1, If these analyses are correct, *awos (or *HauHos) is found in 
Italic, Celtic, Germanic, Balto-Slav, (Greek), Anatolian, Armenian, and 
Iranian, that is in practically all IE languages. 

Since the Indian verb avati ‘help, support’ seemed to offer a suitable 
verbal basis, *awos was early on interpreted as ‘helper, supporter’, 
and this 1s possibly the right explanation. 


8. GRANDMOTHER 


For GRANDMOTHER corresponding feminine forms are attested. Cf. 
Lat. avia, Goth. awd. But more widespread are derivatives of the root 
*(H)an- ‘ancestor’ mentioned already; cf. Hitt. Aannas ‘grandmother’, 
Arm. han ‘id.’; Gk. dvvic untpos } matpdés pqAtnp; OHG ana ‘grand- 
mother’; OPruss. ane ‘id.”; Lat. anus ‘old woman’. 

This seems to suggest that an original suppletive opposition *Hau- 
Hos: *Hana was later, in some areas, replaced by a derivational 
relation *awos: *awi'®?, or *awos: awd '®> sim., but see 32.6.4.5.3. 


9, GRANDSON 


For Granpson IE *nepds, acc. *nepot-m, gen. *nept-os, is widely 
attested '®*, cf. Lat. nepds, nepdtis, and OLithu. nepuotis, both with 
generalization of the lengthened grade; Ind. Iran. napdt-, Ind. dat.pl. 


181 Szemerényi, JAOS 70, 1950, 235-236. Cf. Hauri, Das pentathematische Schema, 
1973, 52. 

182 TE *awi, *awyds is continued in Lat. avia. 

'8> An *awa is presupposed by Goth. aw6, stem awén-, just as Goth. tuggén- ‘tongue’ 
is based on IE *dnghwa. 

184 Cf. Walde-Hofmann II 161; Pokorny 1959: 764. 
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nadbhyas from napt-bhyas, Avest. loc.pl. nafSu from napt-su; Welsh 
nei (from *neu < *neis < *nepds), Mirish niae (gen. niath from 
*nepotos), Breton nied from *nepotes'**. In Germanic, the noun was 
on the strength of a reformed nominative transferred to the n-stems: 
OHG nevo, OE nefa (but the feminine still shows the dental in OHG 
nifty 186, 

In Greek, the Homeric vénodec, used of the seals who are described 
as v. KaAic “AXoovbévne (i.e. ‘descendants’?), possibly represents this 
word (with transformation after *n@c, m056c¢). An indubitable descen- 
dant is dvewidc, although the formation is not quite clear. According 
to a widely held view vewtoc is from IE *nept-iyo-, while & is either the 
copulative & from *sm'®’, or a prothetic vowel (in laryngeal theory a 
laryngeal)'®®. Against the copulative is not only the unexplained 
absence of the aspirate in Attic '®? but also the semantically incredible 
suggestion that the nephew was described as “einer aus der *aveytd, 
der Gesamtheit der nepétés’’! The other view is not impossible (cf. per- 
haps ORuss. netii), but quite superfluous. The masc. *nepds had as its 
partner the fem. *nepti, gen. *neptiyds '°°. The latter developed regular- 
ly into *aveyui, *avewiic (cf. notvit from IE *potni), and was later 
levelled to dveynia, &veytac. To this feminine a new masculine dvey1dc 
was formed, which replaced the inherited *(a)vénwe. 

The IE term perhaps survives in Anatolian also. Hieroglyphic Hittite 
has the form hamasa- ‘grandson’, which appears in a syncopated form 
in Luwian hamsa-; later it was found that Hittite also possesses the 
form hammasa-'?', Since Luwian hassa ‘bones’ (ntr.pl.) must represent 
hastya, and so proves that ty developed into -s(s)-, it is tempting to see 
in hamasa- an earlier h(a?)naptya-, in which either pt assimilated to 


'8S For the Celtic forms sce Jackson, Language and History in Early Britain, 1953, 
301, 637, and 360; id., A historical phonology of Breton, 1967, 88 § 134; and for the 
Irish forms Pokorny, ZCP 10, 1915, 406. As to Ind. nadbhyas, note that it represents 
na(b)dbhyas from “napt-bhyas, and the relation nap-: nadbhyas may have served as a 
model for the mysterious ap- : adbhyas ‘water’. 

186 For the Germanic transformation see Szemerényi, SMEA 2, 1967, 15 f., esp. fn. 35. 

187 This is Schwyzer’s view (1939 : 270, 433). 

188 See, e.g., Frisk I 106; Chantraine 1968, 86. 

189 For this reason Benveniste’s suggestion that &veyidc means ‘ceux qui sont co- 
neveux’ (1959 : 234) or Wordick’s (1975 : 160) that the masculine is based on the feminine 
**co-granddaughter” are also unacceptable. Cf. also Gates 1971 : 23. 

199 The evidence for this is discussed in my contribution to the Festschrift L.R. 
Palmer, 1976, 402 (§1.3.1.). 

9% See for all this Laroche, BSL 53, 1958, 188 f.; Dictionnaire de la langue louvite, 
1959, 39; OLZ 1962, 29; J. Friedrich, Heth. Wb. Suppl. 3, 1966, 13 (where read 
*“Enkel”). 
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tt (and then Mitanni Indian satta would show Anatolian development?) 
and then ty gave ss, or first ty gave ss and then ps assimilated to ss; but 
before the disappearance of p the nasal n was assimilated to m. Ana- 
tolian A- would guarantee an initial laryngeal (certainly not of e-timb- 
re!) but the vowel would have to be anaptyctic; its reality is shown, 
however, by the syncopated Luwian hamsa-'°?, 

9.1. The meaning of the word in the historical languages is not 
always and everywhere ‘grandson’. The Greek dveytdc, for instance, 
is always ‘cousin’ ‘93, while in Modern Greek the meaning is ‘nephew’. 
Latin nepds combines the meanings ‘grandson’ and ‘nephew’. In Celtic 
the meaning is ‘sister’s son’ but it seems likely that the original meaning 
was ‘grandson’'®*, The same shift is found in Slavic and Germanic 
also; OHG nefo, for instance, means ‘grandson, relative, descendant’. 
This point will be taken up below (32.6.3.4.), but it is no doubt the 
main reason why in so many areas the word for ‘grandson’ was 
innovated (see 9.3.). 

9.2. For a very long time now the favourite explanation of *nepds 
has been ‘“‘Unmiindiger, Unselbstandiger”, ‘tminor, dependent” !9°, 
This is in itself rather unlikely since, if that were the reason for the 
coinage, it would apply to all children (cf. Slav otroks and similar 
formations), not only to the children’s children. Moreover, the assumed 
analysis, *ne-pot- ‘not (being his own) master’, yields an anomalous 
formation : the privative particle is always 7, not ne, before a consonant. 
Finally, if our analysis of the Anatolian forms is correct, the initial 
laryngeal disproves in the eyes of most laryngealists an initial H,; 
and yet the privative is no doubt connected with *en(e)u ‘without’ 
(Pokorny 1959 : 318). 

Mainly for the onomasiological reasons stated, I think the solution 
lies in a different quarter. As is known, and as will be discussed further 
on (see 9.3.2.), the term for the grandson is often identical with, or 
derived from, the term for the grandfather. Most likely, as Benveniste 
has pointed out (1969: 235), the basis of the linguistic usage is the 


192 Since Hittite also has a word hassa- ‘grandson’, it is not impossible that this is 
syncopated from hamasa- with assimilation of -ms- to -ss-, or, alternatively, that Aassa- is 
borrowed from Luwian hamsa- (with subsequent assimilation). Is Hitt. Aamasa- then a 
(Hierogl.?) Luw. loanword? (Differently Octtinger, StBoT 22, 1976, 24).—An interesting 
parallel to the assumed development of *hanaptya is found in Old Provencal nepsa, 
nessa, and Alpes-Maritimes nessa from Late Latin neptia. 

#95 See, e.g., Benveniste 1959 : 232, 234; Thompson, Glotta 48, 1970, 75-81. 

'9¢ Cf. Charles-Edwards, BBCS 25, 1974, 386-388. 

195 See, e.g., Walde-Hofmann II 162; Pokorny 1959 : 764. 
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belief, very much alive in many societies, “qu’un étre qui nait est 
toujours un ancétre réincarné a travers un certain nombre de généra- 
tions ... En général, la réapparition se fait du grand-pére au petit-fils : 
quand il nait 4 quelqu’un un fils, c’est le grand-pére de l’enfant qui 
reparait, d’ou il résulte qu’ils portent le méme nom”. Cf. also Galton’s 
excellent discussion (1957 : 130). 

Now, as we have seen above (7. s.fin.) already, an IE word for 

‘ancestor’ was *an- or *Han-, also used with the meaning ‘grand- 
father’. It seems therefore that *(H)nepot- represents a karmadharaya- 
compound (type &xp6xoAtc), and originally meant ‘the master belong- 
ing to grandfather’ (Hn-e- adjective from Han-) or simply ‘(little) 
master grandfather’, ‘Herr GroBvaterchen’!%°, 
9.3. Because of the shift in meaning from ‘grandson’ to ‘nephew, 
cousin’, many languages have coined new unequivocal terms for ‘grand- 
son’. The most important innovations shall be briefly discussed here. 
9.3.1. In Greek the replacement is viwvdcs found already in Homer. 
This is clearly derived from vidc, and so names the ‘grandson’ as the 
‘son’s son’. It is usually assumed that the word is formed with a 
suffix -wvoc but the function of the suffix remains obscure. To call it 
diminutive or augmentative '9’? does not seem to shed any light on 
the form itself, and the suggestion that viavéds may be formed from 
vidg on the model of xoitvwvdc: Kotvdc!?® ignores the fact that 
KOIVwWVOG Is not from Kolvdc with suffix -no- and lengthening of the 
presuffixal vowel but a transformation of Kowov (from *KotvaFov!) 
on the basis of the ambiguous Kotv@vov, no doubt supported by 
KOLvwvew (built on Kowev)!99. 


196 Some years ago I argued (1964: 373 f.) that there was no “pot-, found in 
compounds, but enlarged with -i- in the simplex °pori-. I still hold that posi- was the 
only form originally but since I am also convinced that the IE vocalism was not 
immutable and immovable, I wonder whether at onc time a rule was in force, by which 
-i- in a final syllable was lost in words of more than two syllables. This way *potis was 
always kept in this form, while *Hne-potis was reduced to *Hnepots > Hnepés (see 
Szemerényi 1970: 109, 149). This would also enable us to give a plausible explanation of 
Slavic gospod>, without having recourse to borrowing from Germanic (see Szemerényi 
1964: 377). IE *ghosti-potis, reduced on the above assumption to “ghostipots led to 
*ghostipos, Slavic *gostepds. In this form -s was ambiguous, it could represent -fs or 
-ds, and the Slavs took it to be -(d)s; internal was of course also lost eventually, and 
*gostpos gave *gospos, eventually replaced by the acc. gospods. 

'97 The former is opined by Schwyzer 1939: 491, the latter by Benveniste 1969: 
268; cf. also Gates 1971 : 20 f. 

'98 Schmeja 1963 : 26. 

199 Cf. Leumann, Homerische Worter, 1950, 224 fn., and see also Frisk I 893; 
Chantraine 1970: 552. 
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If we recall that vidg (from vitc) is an innovation which replaced 
bvus from IE “stinus (see 3.1. above), we shall be tempted to trace 
viwvds to ufo-vvos ‘son’s son’, in which bvuc was dissimilated to bvos 
just as subsequently vids was so to vidg. The transformation of -ov- to 
-@- may have occurred under the influence of formations (especially 
patronymics) with -wvoc but this ending is not original in this term. 
The composition, not derivation, is also interesting in that ‘son’ 
appears in two subsequent variants?°°. 

9.3.2. In Middle High German we find enenkel ‘grandson’, forerun- 
ner (by haplology) of the modern Enkel. The word is a diminutive 
from OHG ano ‘grandfather’ and illustrates the belief discussed 
above (9.2.) that the grandson is a kind of reincarnation of the grand- 
father. There can be no doubt that the same must apply to Slavic 
which had a word *vaneke, cf. Russ. yvnuk, OPol. wnek. Vasmer is 
inclined to derive van- from an old weak grade on- but no explanation 
can be offered for 32°'. It seems more likely that IE *Han-on-ko- 
(cf. Lat. Aom-un-c-ulus) developed into Slavic *oneko- and was dissi- 
milated to *ungko-, the source of vengko-?°?. A similar dissimilation 
occurred at a later stage when unuk developed into Ukrainian onuk, 
and some such East Slavic form is also the source of Lithu. anukas. 
9.3.3. Finally, mention must be made of MHG diehter, tiehter (ntr.) 
and modern Franconian (das) Tichter, tiehter ‘Kindeskind’?°*, which 
has been derived either from diech ‘femur’ (: Engl. thigh!), 1.e. IE 
*teuk- ‘fat’, Gmc. *beuh- ‘thigh’*°*, or from IE *teuk- ‘seed, descen- 
dants’ (cf. Ind. tué-, toka-, tokman-) expanded with the “kinship-suffix”’ 
-ter-. The former is obviously out of the question, but the latter 
cannot be accepted either?°> since IE *teuk- ‘seed’ is a purely Aryan 
vocable, of which there is no trace anywhere else. On the other hand, 
there is no need to trace the initial d- to Gmce. p- (and IE ¢-), since 


200 A slightly different route could have started with Bvbvusg (from bvv-bvus), 
dissimilated to Ovbvog and reduced by haplology to vvog, which then was filled up 
with the now current word vl6c to vilo-vvoc. 

201 Vasmer, Russ. etym. Wb. I, 1953, 211. Cf. also Trubadev 1959 : 73 f. 

202 Stankiewicz seems to me right in arguing (The Slavic and East European 
Journal 6, 1962, 29) that the OPolish nasal is original, but his analysis seems to me 
fanciful. But even if the nasal were secondary, and so the original form *anouko-, 
assimilation to *onouko- and then development to (v)unouko- could take place. 

203 See J.A. Schmeller, Baycrisches Wortcrbuch I, 1872, 583. 

204 Cf. Schmeller, l.c., and for the IE background Pokorny 1959: 1081, 

205 In spite of the fact that it is given by Pokorny 1959: 1085; and Kluge-Gétze- 
Mitzka, Etym. Wb. der deutschen Sprache, *71957, 166 (but good on the geographical 
distribution). 
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Gmc. d- (from IE dh-) would show the same development?°°. That 
being the case it is much more plausible that *diehter is to be traced 
to Gmc. *deuhtera- (IE “dheugater-o- as it were), that is a vgeddhi- 
derivative with thematization from Gmc. “*duhter-, denoting originally 
the ‘daughter’s child’ (cf. Gk. @vyatptdobc, Ind. dauhitra-), later also 
the son’s. In this way, diehter joins the company of OHG swdgur 
‘son of the father-in-law = brother-in-law’, which is also confined 
to the German area but nonetheless represents a highly archaic vrddhi- 
derivative *swékuro- of IE *swekuro- (see below 17-18.2.). Just as 
*swe- was veddhied by adding a further e as it were (resulting in 
*swé-), So *duhter- was vrddhied to *deuhter-?°’. 


10. GRANDDAUGHTER 


For the GRANDDAUGHTER the dévi-type derivative of the masculine 
*nepot-, that is nepti, was the general IE word, although in some 
languages an ending -s appears; cf. Lat. neptis, Ind. naptis, but Avest. 
napti, Lithu. nepté, OHG nift, Welsh nith (from *nixti < *nepti). 

The problems concerning meaning/usage and origin are the same 
as with the masculine, and have been discussed or at least adumbrated 
above. 


Il, UNCLE 


For UNcLe quite similar but—on the surface at any rate—not 
identical formations are found. 

For ‘father’s brother’ there is Ind. pitrvya-, Avest. tuirya- (from pt-), 
(post-Homeric) natpws, Lat. patruus, OHG fatureo, fatirro, fetiro (from 
*fadurwya-). 

For ‘mother’s brother’ there is Ind. mdtula- (certainly innovated), 
Hom. phtpws, Lat. avonculus, Welsh ewythr, Bret. eontr, OHG dheim, 
OE éam, Lithu. avynas, OPruss. awis, OCS uje (from *awyos)?°%. 
11.J. Especially for the ‘mother’s brother’ the situation seems fairly 
clear : a basic *awos is variously enlarged. Thus Latin has *aw-on-kelo- 


206 I am obliged to my colleague, Prof. Hugo Steger, for discussing some of the 
points involved. 

207 For this derivational process, in recent times penetratingly clarified by Kurylowicz, 
see Szemerényi 1970 : 126 (§ 5.6.), and cf. fn. 222 below. 

208 Sce, ¢.g., Pokorny 1959 : 829 and 701. 
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(cf. hom-un-culus), Lithuanian *aw-ino-, Slavic and Old Prussian *aw- 
-yo-, all connecting ‘mother’s brother’ with ‘grandfather’. But in some 
languages the situation is more complex. 

11.2. The Germanic forms point to an “*auhaima- in the first place 
but its origin is disputed. Over a hundred years ago Miillenhoff ex- 
plained it as a bahuvrihi: ‘der im Hause des GroBvaters wohnende’. 
Osthoff thought that in West Germanic a form *awa-haima- would 
have kept the compositional vowel after a light syllable. In order to 
explain au- he assumed aun- from awun-, IE *awn-, and compared 
haima- with Gk. tip ‘honour’ (*k"oimo- and *k"imd respectively), 
so that the meaning of the bahuvrihi-compound *a(w)u(n)-haima- was 
‘“GroBvaters Schatzung habend, in dem Range des GroBvaters ste- 
hend’2°?, Another view would interpret *awun-haima- as ‘der im Heim 
des (miitterlichen) GroBvaters lebende’ (with Germ. Heim, Engl. 
home)?'°. But the most favoured explanation seems to be *awa- 
haima- ‘lieber GroBvater’, first suggested by Much who pointed to 
such Celtic phrases as Welsh tad cu ‘grandfather’ (lit. ‘dear father’), 
in which cu goes back to *koimos (Olr. coim, W. cu) ‘dear’??!, 

According to Much the expression represents the phrase (nom. sg.) 
*awaz *haimaz. This is possible but it is also possible that the phrase 
was in the vocative : *awe *haime would also have resulted in *auhaim-; 
cf. *dhuga-(ter-) (4.1. s.fin.) and further instances below (17.-18.3.). 

Even more important is, however, the observation that the uncle 
is regarded as (a kind of?) grandfather. Clearly, in most cases the 
uncle 1s differentiated from the grandfather by some specific suffix 
(see 11.1.), so the adjective ‘dear’ can hardly suffice to indicate a 
quite different kinship relation; witness the fact that the Celtic ex- 
pressions move along the line father—grandfather, but not grand- 
father—uncle. 

The explanation lies much deeper. As with brother and sister, so 
also with grandfather we have a peculiarity of the IE system by 
which some relations are taken in a much wider sense than 1s familiar 
to us from our society. For the moment it will be sufficient to note 


209 Cf. Osthoff 1888 : 452; on Millenhoff, ibid. 448 f. 

210 See Hermann 1918: 214; Risch 1944: 119; Pokorny 1959: 89; Mezger 1960: 
296 f., but cp. Benveniste 1969 : 224. 

211 See Much 1932, and Much-Kienast, Die Germania des Tacitus, 71959, 205; 
Kluge-Gotze-Mitzka [s. fn. 205] s.v. Oheim.—By an odd mixture of two explanations 
Paul-Betz, Deutsches Wb. s.v. Oheim, refer to Much but give ‘dem GroBvater ver- 
traut’, 
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that *awos can denote both the grandfather and the uncle. But it is 
just as important to bear in mind that, as has been shown by Benveniste 
(1969: 225f.) and Gates (1971: 43), grandfather can be either the 
paternal or the maternal grandfather, not only the latter; it is a 
different matter that with the uncle the reference does seem to be 
confined to the distaff-side. 

11.3. These observations throw unexpected light on some well-known 
terms. 

11.3.1, The Greek kinship terms natpwc and phtpws normally denote 
the paternal and maternal uncles respectively. Pindar (01.6, 77) used 
watpwes also for yovetc pntpdc (: ancestors), not only for ddeAqgoi 
uNntpoc, and more specifically for ‘mother’s father’, while Stesichorus 
used matpws in the sense of yovetc natpdc but also for tov Kata 
natépa mpdyovov2!?, The adjective natpwioc, natpoc, can in many 
phrases be rendered as ‘of or from one’s father’ but it was certainly 
not identical with natptoc to begin with; and if, as is equally certain, 
it was derived from natpwe, then it cannot have referred to the side- 
line (via ‘father’s brother’) but only to the direct line of descent—com- 
parable to Lat. auitus—that is natpwc in it was ‘father’s father’. The 
same applies to the original sense of pntpwioc, pntpdoc?!>. 

11.3.2. Turning now to the formal aspect of the problem, the contrast 
of Gk. -@s¢, gen. -woc and Ind. pity-v-ya- has long since led to the 
assumption that the ending of these terms represents an ablauting 
suffix -du-: -w-. The hypothesis is known in several variants. Some 
assume that the suffix expressed the meaning ‘belonging to, related to’, 
thus *pHtr-du-s meant ‘related to the father’?!*. Delbriick thought 
(1889 : 500 f.) that the “Urform” was *patruo-, patruio—but whether 
“dem griech. natpws ein *natpaFog oder ein *natpwFoc zu Grunde 
liegt, habe ich hier nicht zu erdrtern” (!)}—and opined that the function 


212 See Page, Poetae Melici Graeci, 1962, 121 ho, $1, and cf. Delbriick 1889: 485, 

213 Elaborating Wackernagel’s observation, Benveniste argues (1969: 273) that Od. 
19, 410, shows that pntpa10¢g means ‘maternal’. But the fact that Autolycus foresees 
the day when his grandson (Ulysses), the son of his daughter, pntpoiov és péya 
Sua EAGy, quite clearly shows that pntpdmios does not refer to the mother but to the 
UNTtpUs who is Autolycus himself. Here, then, even in the adjective, the meaning of 
uNtpws as ‘mother's father’, ‘grandfather on mother’s side’-is beyond .any doubt.—In 
the case of xatpm@ioc and matpios also the difference does not correspond to patrius 
and paternus but to auitus and patrius/paternus. 

21* This is the view presented by Kuiper 1942: 56 f. (= 216 f.). For Kuiper -du- is 
the lengthened grade of -ou- seen in Lat. patruus from acc. *pHir-ow-m, and. the 
suffix is the same as -éu- in of -e0¢.—Kuiper is followed by Beekes, Glotta ‘1, 1973, 
233. 
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of the suffix -wo- was not “herkunftsbezeichnend”’ but “‘determinierend”’ 
so that *patruo- was ‘a kind of father, a second father’. A third view?'>, 
particularly forcefully presented by Benveniste, reduces the formations 
to a common denominator -w- (-w-yo-), and comparing it with the 
suffix of Ind. purva-, sarva-, suggests that it indicated “‘proximity”, 
“une relation particuliérement étroite et en quelque sorte homogéne 
au nom de base”’; the suffix -ou- (which, however, is not explained in 
its relation to -w-/-wo-) “indique donc en général le plus proche parent 
de méme génération”?!°. A further view reconstructs the meaning of 
the suffix as ‘relative’, the ablaut as du/aw/u, and finds the nil-grade 
aw- in *awos ‘grandfather’; but our analysis of Iran. niyaka- as 
*niya-ava-ka has shown that *awos cannot be derived from *awos (the 
result would be *ivas), and so 6u as the primary form is also ruled out. 
11.3.3. All these attempts ignore the supremely important fact that 
the “type” is in essence limited to the “tokens” mnatpws pntpwe, 
and denotes the ‘grandfather’ or the ‘parent’s brother’-—exactly as 
*awos does. And yet this twofold agreement enables us to see through 
the haze surrounding the individual data: the basic fact is that these 
terms are not formed with a semantically nebulous, and formally 
elusive suffix but contain the very word *awos. 

This insight gives us, for the first time, a clear analysis of Lat. 
patruus: it represents *patr-awos which regularly developed into *pa- 
trowos, *patruwos, patruus. We no longer have to ask—and get no 
answer—why an acc. *patr-ow-m did not yield, e.g., a third-declension 
*patruem, with nom. *patriés (comparable to sis: suem!), instead of 
the existing forms. 

In the same way, Gk. natpws is the regular contraction-product 
from *natp-aFoc: the sequence co contracts in all dialects to w?!”. 
It is interesting to note that several scholars have suggested that the 
Greek word may come from such an antecedent but without realizing 
that the form would suggest this clear segmentation ?!°. 


215 The hotchpotch of comparisons given at Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954 : 919, can 
be ignored here. But we may note from the bibliography given there that Benveniste’s 
connection with -wo- was given not only by Delbriick but apparently also by Sandsjoe 
(-atos 82f.). 

216 See Benveniste 1969 : 259 f., esp. 262. For the next view see Schmeja 1963: 29 f. 

217 Cf. Schwyzer 1939 : 250. 

218 See Wackernagel, KZ 25, 1881, 282 = KI. Schr. I 226; Delbriick 1889: 500. 
—Pisani (1951 : 2) sees the same element -u-/-w- in patruus, bhrdtpvya-, even socrus, as 
in *awos but his meaning does not become clear, although the inclusion of socrus shows 
that he intends something quite different from our view. 
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This derivation implies that the consonantal inflexion is due to the 
phonological accident just described. But the acc. natpwv (Hdt.), gen. 
matpw might still reflect the old -aFov, -aF5, although Homer already 
has acc. pytpwa (Il. 2, 662). In connection with Homer we must also 
face the question whether, as shown by the forms pntpas (Il. 16, 717) 
and pytpwa, the contraction is in order. It should be noted before- 
hand that in neither Homeric passage can the » be resolved. Bechtel 
has shown??? that in several words the Homeric forms with @ can 
always be resolved in aFo (e.g. o0¢, o@Koc). But it is also clear that in 
several others the resolution is impossible (e.g. Gynpwe, bytképas). It 
is in any case certain that in the Homeric period contraction was 
already a fait accompli, so that -ws is in no way surprising ?°. 

For the semantic aspect of the compounds note Aeschylus’ Moipat 
patpoxactyvijtat (Eumenides 961-2) which does not mean ‘mother’s 
sisters’ but ‘sisters on the mother’s side’, ‘sceurs du cété de la mére’ 
(: Chantraine 1970 : 503). 

Ind. pitrvya- is obviously a derivative with -yo- from the type 
*patr-awo- found in the Classical languages. The function of this suffix 
is not quite clear, it probably indicated appurtenance. But in any case 
we know from many instances that such derivatives often end up with 
showing the same meaning as that of the original base-word; cf., e.g., 
@tiov, the normal Modern Gk. word for ‘ear’, from Ancient Gk. ode, 
@t-. Much more interesting is the second deviation, the lack of the 
root-vowel of *awos. It reveals that, in contrast to the uncompounded 
*awyos (cp. OPruss. awis, OCS uj), the compound *patr-aw-yo-s lost 
the presuffixal vowel: the resulting “patrwyos appears vocalized as 
*patrwyos, and it does not really matter whether this was regular or 
merely analogical here. 

In Iranian, a straightforward correspondence to the Indian form is 
no doubt seen in Avest. tuirya- ‘father’s brother’ although the develop- 
ment that led to this form is not immediately transparent. Bartholomae 
was the first to suggest that it was identical with its Indian counterpart 
(except for the initial group)??'; this is no doubt correct, although 


219 Bechtel, Die Vocalcontraction bei Homer, 1908, 220 f. It should also be noted 
that the sequence p-w, m-w may have led in these terms to an early dissimilatory loss 
of w, and so to precocious contraction, cf. Szemerényi, KZ 88, 1974, 29. 

220 It is perhaps worth pointing out that Hom. natpodios, pntpadios must have had 
-awios in the first place; but a@ was as a matter of course replaced by -w- of the base-word. 

221 Cf. Bartholomae, BB 10, 1886, 271 f., and for the formation E. Leumann, KZ 
32, 1893, 305 f.—It is interesting to note that, before, the word was interpreted as 
‘cousin’, ‘nephew’, see Spiegel, Avesta: The Religious Books of the Parsees (translated 
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the word (and its feminine) occurs in Vidévdad XII only, but the 
context is—in retrospect—quite unequivocal??*, But, for the form, 
Bartholomae merely thought (see 1904 : 657) that -airy- was a spelling 
for -arvy- (from -rvy-), which is not impossible. It would, however, 
be pure paper philology to assume that -uiry- is a linguistic (not 
graphic) metathesis of yvy to ury. The only conceivable linguistic pro- 
cess would be colouring (or epenthetic development) of svy to ur(v)y 
but there are very good examples showing that this was not the case. 
MPers. gir- ‘seize’ and padir- ‘receive’ (from *pati-gir-) show the true 
development of *gyvya- (earlier “*grbya-): a development of ;v to urv, 
perhaps not impossible in itself, is impeted by the following y, so that 
the group vy goes to irvy, ir (irv?), not to ur(y)??>. And no doubt 
the same development is exemplified by NPers. pir ‘old, ancient’ which 
derives from prvya-, OPers. paruviya-??*, Linguistically therefore a 


by A.H. Bleeck) 1, London 1864, 100 § 48; Darmesteter, in: The Sacred Books of the 
East 4, 1880. 

222 Note in particular that XII 17 speaks of his son, and XII 19 of his grandson, a 
trifle unexpected with a nephew.—lIn the latter passage the ta#irya puOrd and the tuirya 
duydairi are named, and Bartholomae (1904: 748) is right in thinking that the first is 
corrupted from tuirya* pubré: pubrd, it is simply a matter of haplography (and -logy?). 
But the second cannot be corrupted from twirya: duydara* duyda, preciscly because the 
total identity of the two elements would not be present. Rather must we assume that 
duydairi contains the whole notion (“granddaughter”), ie. it is daoydairi, the feminine 
of the vrddhied adjective daugdara- ‘derived from the daughter, the daughter's child’; 
this would be a perfect match of the Franconian tiehter from “deuhtero- (s, 9.3.3. 
above). 

223 Cf. Tedesco, Monde Oriental 15, 1923, 225 f.; but esp. Henning, ZIT 9, 1933, 205. 

224 Gershevitch has argued (Mél. Morgenstierne, 1964, 82) that pir derives from 
*parya- but this would have developed into *pér, and pir is clearly attested, see Horn, 
KZ 35, 1899, 166. Nor do I think that G's suggestion gains in plausibility from Henning’s 
*par-nu- ‘old’ (Handbuch der Orient., 1958, 39%). An OPers. nom.sg. *parnus could, 
to be sure, account for an-Elamite Barnu$ or Pirnus (see Gershevitch, Studi A. Pagliaro 
II, 1969, 219) but not for a Syriac parnuS ‘Greis, senil’, or for prnws of the Armazi 
inscription, both of which are too late for the retention of Iranian final -§; the only 
known example of this is the early loan in Aramaic magusda. There can be little doubt 
that the evidence is satisfied by parandyu-§ and the vrddhi-detivative parnayu-Sa- (in- 
fluenced in its suffix by vatusa-?, cp. Szemeréayi, ZDMG 101, 1951, 204 f.). The 
former gave, after final -s had been dropped, with loss of intervocalic -y-, *parndu 
(for *parna- cp. Bartholomae, Mitteliran. Mundarten VI, 1925, 44 f., 51), the source 
of Arm. parav ‘old woman’ (7 is from rn) and ‘Persian parav. The latter yielded through 
much the same stages *parndus, the source of the Armazi and Syriac forms. Although 
this solution is possible, the thematic forms Darayavausahya (A?Sa), etc. (see Kent, 
OP § 57), may point in a different direction. It is possible that in Late Old Persian 
athematic nouns retained the original nominative but thcmatized the oblique stem: 
beside nom. prndyus there would have been acc. prndyusam, etc. The historical forms 
would continue the two variants of a single paradigm. 
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spoken form tiirya- from *ptur(v)ya- is impossible??5, only a mis- 
reading of TRWY as TWRY is acceptable since w and r acquired the 
same form in Pahlavi writing. 

There is no need to enter into a discussion of various Iranian 
dialect forms??° but one form should be nailed all the same. As far as 
I can see, Morgenstierne was the first to bring NPers. afdar ‘a nephew, 
an uncle’ into the scholarly debate, although Steingass had already 
referred to Ind. pitrvya. Morgenstierne suggested 27 that afdar derived 
from **fdr- but this is impossible both phonologically and morpho- 
logically. Even assuming that Persian (i.e. Western Iranian) also had 
the variant ptar- beside the (only) attested form pitar-, this could not 
have given *fdar-; the alleged voiced d would never have developed, 
it owes its appearance (in the vocabulary) to Avest. fadr- whose 6 
however is problematical, certainly not a voiced spirant. And, to turn 
to the meaning and formation, how could an afdar- account for ‘neph- 
ew’ and ‘uncle’? Surely some suffixal element, added to ‘father’, must 
have expressed this relationship. If it was -vya, or just -ya-, it would 
have led to *afdir, and that would still show 7. I can only see one 
reasonable explanation with Iranian means: an Iranian *ha-pitar- 
‘having the same father’ (cp. the OPers. hamdtar- and hamapitar-) 
could in Middle Iranian be syncopated to *habdar- and then develop 
into *avdar, afdar. What speaks against this explanation is the disturb- 
ing fact that the word, as far as I know, is not attested in the Old and 
Middle periods of the language, only in New Persian. On the other 
hand, the Persian lexicon knows an (Arabic) adfad ‘a nephew by the 
brother or sister’. It seems therefore most likely that afdar is this dfad, 
expanded to *Gfad-ar after the kinship terms pid/pidar, pus/pusar, mad] 
madar, etc., and then syncopated to @fdar. It must in any case disappear 
from the circle of pitrvya-. 

As to the initial of tidirya-, that ts t- from pt-, it ts very unlikely 
that *pater- was reduced to “pter- in IE times already, as has frequently 
been asserted**8. Most likely, i was lost in Iranian itself when the 


225 G. Schmidt (1973 : 73) operates with *prurya- and/or *ptruya-. 

226 But it is perhaps worth noting that whereas in 1927 Morgenstierne thought 
(Etym. Vocab. of Pashto 81) that Yazghulami wae ‘uncle’, Sarikoli wic ‘aunt’ could 
be traced to *ue@r- from *4/8rya-, this kind of derivation has disappeared in his latest 
pronouncement, sce : Etymological Vocabulary of the Shughni group, 1974, 83 s.v. vic. 

227 See Etym. Vocabulary of Pashto, 1927, 81; accepted without misgivings by 
G. Schmidt 1973: 74. 

228 The statements are not always clear, but cf. Bartholomae, IF 7, 1897, 50 6; 
Meillet, MSL 20, 1918, 286 f.; Hoffmann, Handbuch der Orientalistik, 1959, 15; G. 
Schmidt 1973 : 69 f. 
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resulting form still had two or more syllables ; ptaram, plard, plorobyo, 
pidre were regular, but pid analogical ??’. The reduction of *ptrvya- to 
tiirva- was no doubt duc to the avoidance of double consonance tn 
initial position, cp. firya- ‘fourth’ (from &A?-) but a@xtairim ‘four 
times’; in the paradigm of ‘father’ pf- was retained initially because 
the paradigm had forms with pit-?°°. 

Finally, to complete this section, the Germanic languages offer 

certain forms which may be relevant: OHG fanueo, fatirro, fetiro 
‘father’s brother’ and OE fadera ‘id.’ may be derived from */adurwya- 
-n-, Le. TE *potpwro-, but it is not impossible that they are simply 
from */adurya(n)-, IE *patryo- “connected with father’. 
11.4. Greek offers the pair natpuidc-pytpuiad of which natpvtds at 
any rate seems to belong with the type *paspwye- just discussed. There 
are, of course, certain formal difficulties: *potywyo- should have 
developed into *nxatpa(F)ios, not -vioc, although one could assume 
that Sievers’ law Ied to *vdtrwyo- developing into *mdtruwyo- which 
then produccd analogical *patriwyo-. But a much more important 
point is that whereas jy tputa occurs in Homer already, natpvrdcg makes 
its first appearance in a late inscription from Lydia and in the very 
late texts of the Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum. This in itself 
proves that pntpuia is the primary form, xutputdg was ventured on 
its model ?3!. 

Just as important ts the fact that pytpvid means ‘stepmother’, and 
the late matputds ‘step: ither’, But the ‘stepmother’ has obvious corre- 
spondences in Arm. mauru, gen. maurui ‘stepmother’ and OE mddrige 
‘mother’s sister’. The Armenian form can be traced to *mdtruwi, 
*mdtruwiyds, and is identical with the antecedent of pntpuia. The 
Germanic forms again present an n-enlargement from the same stem. 

Thus the formal side seems tolerably clear. But the semantic varia- 
tion between ‘stepmother’ and ‘mother’s sister’ presents some difficul- 
ty. The Germanic meaning could be interpreted as being simply the 
counter-part of *fadurwya-(n-) ‘father’s brother’, and could even be 
regarded as a welcome support for this basic form. 

But ‘stepmother’ is more difficult. It is commonly assumed that 
this noun and the word for ‘uncle, father’s brother’ are formed after 


229 See Insler, Some problems of IE 2 in Avestan, Lg. 47, 1971, 573-585 (fn. 2 on 
pta, etc.). 

230 G, Schmidt's subtle differentiations (1973 : 69) are hardly helpful. | 

23! This is rightly stated by, e.g.. Wackernagel, Festgabe A. Kaegi, 1919, 44?; 
Benveniste 1969 : 263; G. Schmidt 1973 : 72. 
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the same fashion, Le. *patnivvo- 2 *mdtruwyo-2°?, But in this sense the 
interpretation is impossible since both terms (would) denote a male, 
cf. natpw>s-pntpw>s. The matter docs not become any more plausible 
by certain intricate reconstructions proffered, e.g. the assumption that 
the feminine of a *mneHtr-du-s, gen. *meHty-w-ds (cf. pytp@s “mother’s 
brother’) must (!) be *mefftrw-elf-s, gon. *meHtr-u-H-ds ‘mother’s 
sister’?44_ Neither the formal analysis nor the semantic implications 
are probable: the formation envisaged could in principle only mean 
‘female connected with mother’s brother’, ic. cither his wife, or, less 
likely, his daughter, in neither case a female connected with EGO’s 
father, as will be shown below. 

A solution may be offered along the following lines. As we have 
seen above (8. and 11.3.), the term used for ‘uncle’ (and ‘grandfather’) 
was *awos, that used for ‘aunt’ (and ‘prandmother’) aw (later *awa). 
And just as ‘uncle on father’s side’ and ‘uncle on mother’s side” were 
called *potr-awos and *mdtr-awos, so ‘aunt on mother’s side’ could 
be expected to be named *dtr-awi. This term was used for the, 
probably exceptional, situation that ‘mother's sister’ became father's 
second wife on mother’s death. This explanation would account both 
for (Gmc.) ‘mother’s sister’, and for “stepmother’ elsewhere. 

From the formal point of view we need only add that the fact that 
the compound was accented either initially (nom. “dtrawi) or finally 
(e.g. gen. *mdtrawyas)—accentual relations postulated many years ago 
by Wackernagel without an inkling of our explanation ?**—led to a 
being weakened and *:dtrawi being replaced by *drruwi. 


12. AUNT 


In the case of Aunt we seem, for the first time in our enquiry, 
to draw a blank: there is no single expression shared by all or most 
IE languages 735. A root *dhé- (onomatopoeic?2*°) appears in the late 


232 Note, ¢.g.. Brugmann, with the relevant quotation given by G. Schmidt 1973: 
72. Incidentally, Schmidt (fn. 205) seems to think that ‘stepmother’ is a secondary 
meaning : the plain fact is that that and ‘mother’s sister’ (for which see the text above) 
are the only meanings found in use. 

233 See Kuiper 1942: 57, who for Germanic constructs an IE *meH,tr-uH-yo-, 
followed in this by Beckes, Glotta 51, 1973, 232. | 

243 Cf, Wackernagel, KZ 33, 1895, 574; and cp. Frisk I] 234; Chantraine 1974; 
698 B. 

435 A very full list is presented by Buck 1949: 113, no. 2.52. 

23® Certainly not *dhéi- ‘suckle, feed’ as suggested by. ¢.g.. Pokorny 1959: 235 for 
(some of ?) the words listed.. | 
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(Ist c. A.D.) Gk. Oeia, formed from @stoc ‘uncle’ (Sth c. B.C.), both 
of which survive not only in Modern Greek but also as loanwords in 
Spanish tio, tia, and Italian zio, zia. But @cia replaced the earlier 
tnGic ‘father’s or mother’s sister’ which significantly agrees with tHOn 
‘grandmother’; cf. *awos and *awi in both relations. The root *dhé- 
seems represented even in Slavic by déds ‘grandfather’ (and note Russ. 
djadja ‘uncle’!), but ‘aunt’ is even there from a different source : feta. 

One term, which is more wide-spread, is ‘mother’s sister, step- 
mother’, already discussed in 11.4. 


13.-14. NEPHEW and NIECE 


Nepuew and Niece had no special designations in Indo-European >’, 
Individual languages can use such precise terms as ‘brother’s son/ 
daughter’, ‘sister’s son/daughter’ (cf. Lat. frdatris filius, sororis filius, 
or Swedish brorson, systernson) but for this relationship we find also 
nepos (see 9. above) or derivatives from ‘brother’ and ‘sister’. 

The latter principle seems particularly clear in Indo-Iranian where 
find Ind. bhratriya-, bhrdtrvya-, svasriya-, and Avest. brdtruya-; of 
these bhratrvya-/brdtruya- call for special attention. The meaning 1s 
quite unequivocally ‘brother’s son’, that is ‘nephew’?*°. Benveniste 
has also shown that Ind. bhrdtrvya-, which also has the meaning 
‘rival, enemy’, did not on that account have ‘cousin’ as its original 
meaning *°*. But he has also argued (264 f.) that in view of the suffix, 
“si le dérivé pitrvya- de pitr- ‘pére’ s’appliquait au ‘frére du pére’, alors 
bhratrvya-, de méme formation, n’aurait di désigner strictement que le 
‘frére du frére’, ce qui est un non-sens ... Il a donc été affecté a un 
autre degré de proximité: ‘fi/s du frére’’’. But this is quite impossible. 
If the term was going to denote a nonsensical] relationship, then it 
would not have been formed in the first place! What is more, even 
from our point of view, *bhrdtrvya-—an innovation confined to Aryan, 
and modelled on pitrvya-?*°—was impossible because ‘brother’s uncle’ 
was exactly the same person as my own uncle, that is the term would 
have been nonsensical. The solution of this dilemma is given in Benve- 


237 For a copious list see Buck 1949: 115 f. 

238 See Wackernagel, Festschrift Andreas, 1916, 1 f. (= KI. Schr. I 459 f.), and 
quite recently Benveniste 1969 : 259 f. 

239 This was argued by Wackernagel, see the succinct summary at Maryhofer II 531. 
Cf. Benveniste 260 and 265. 

240 See Benveniste 1969 : 264-265. 
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niste’s own conclusion (262): we must assume that, of the two terms, 
pitrvya- and bhratrvya- “le premier est le terme original et que l'autre 
y a été conformé par assimilation secondaire et sur une partie seule- 
ment du domaine’’. Benveniste does not state what the original form 
of the second term could have been but we can now state confidently 
that the Aryan innovation was simply *bhrdtrya- ‘belonging to brother, 
brother’s son’, which secondarily, when pitrvya- was no longer trans- 
parent as being formed with ‘uncle’ but merely seemed to have the 
meaning ‘connected with father’, was reformed to “bhratyvya-. 


15.-16. COUSIN 


For Cousin (i.e. cousin-german), male and/or female, there was/were 
no established term(s) in Indo-European 2*’. In the individual languages 
we again find precise designations such as Lat. patruélis (sc. frater) 
‘cousin = my brother on my paternal uncle’s side’ or consobrinus 
‘cousin = son of the sister (of my mother)’, since consobrini (from 
*kom-swesr-ino-) were those who ‘shared sisters as their mothers’. 
Even more precise are terms like OHG fetirunsun ‘uncle’s son’, feterin 
tohter ‘uncle’s daughter’. 

In some languages the relationship can again be expressed by the 
term for ‘grandchild’, *nepdos, e.g. Gk. dveyidc. But an even more 
extensive shift can be seen in Germ. Vetter which started life as 
(OHG fetiro) ‘uncle’, later developed the general meaning ‘relative’, 
and today is the usual term for cousin-german; cf. 32.6.4.5.6. below. 


II, AFFINALS 


17.-18, FATHER-IN-LAW and MOTHER-IN-LAW 


FATHER-IN-LAW and MoTHER-IN-LAW have two of the best established 
places in the IE kinship terminology. The forms can be reconstructed 
on the one hand as *swékuros, attested in Ind. s§vasura- (assimilated 
from *svasura-), Avest. xvasura-, Gk. éxupdsc, Lat. socer, OHG swe- 
hur, OE swéor, Lithu. (obs.) SeSuras, Slav svek(s)re, Alban. vjehér, 
on the other as *swekriis, attested in Ind. Svasri-, Pers. xusrit, Gk. 


24! Fora list see Buck 1949: 117 f. 
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Eéxupa, Lat. socrus, OHG swigar, OE sweger, Welsh chwegr, Slav 
svekry, Alban. vjehér. 

In several languages the original forms have been modified 2*?. In 
some, the feminine has been re-formed after the masculine. Thus, e.g., 
Gk. Exupa has obviously been reshaped after masc. Exupdc. There 
can be little doubt that Gothic swaihrd, stem swehron-, is based on 
*swek(u)rd-, a feminine that arose in the same way as the Greek 
feminine. And Arm. skesur likewise represents *swekurd. 

In some other languages, the masculine seems to have undergone 
the influence of the feminine—but not to any significant extent, if at 
all. Thus, e.g., Arm. skesrayr is said to be ‘man (ayr) of the mother- 
in-law (skesur)’. But it is quite clear that skesur, with its u, represents, 
as has been pointed out above, a re-formed *swekurd which thus 
existed side by side with the masculine *swekuros. When in Armenian the 
final syllables were lost, *skesur(os) and *skesur(a) became identical, 
and to avoid this homonymie facheuse, one of the terms was differen- 
tiated. The differentiation was accomplished by adding a second term 
to the masculine, not ayr ‘man’, as is commonly assumed, but fhayr 
‘father’ so that the collocation had the meaning socer-pater (not socriis 
uir), Just as in German we have Schwicgervater beside Schwieger- 
mutter 24°. 

A clearer adjustment to the feminine form is scen in Slavic sve- 

k()re, remodelled after fem. svekry, and Welsh chwegrwn, which also 
shows the influence of the fem. chwegr?**. 
17.-18.1. In spite of such minor discrepancies, *swekuros and *swe- 
kris are well established as the JE terms for the relatives in question. 
The connection betwecn the two terms is unmistakable. But it is not 
So casy to determine the exact relation between them. 

Not that attempts have been lacking, on the contrary 27*5. One of the 
earliest interpretations seems to be Wackernagel's (later abandoned) : 
the feminine *swekurd (from *swekuros) had the vocative *swekurd 
which by metathesis became *swekrud and then contracted to *swekri. 
The opposite route was chosen by Kretschmer: *swekriis gave mascu- 


242 These problems have been discussed in Szemerényi 1964: 292 f. 

243 The Armenian forms have becn subjected to a detailed scrutiny in Szemerényi 
1964: 293 f., esp. 297. The old vicw is still presented by Benveniste 1969 : 249. 

244 On the Welsh and Slavic forms sce Szemerényi 1964: 298 f. 

243 What follows is a brief recapitulation of the detailed survey given in Szemerényi 
1964 : 302 f.; the references are not repeated here. 
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line *swekru-o-s which by metathesis became *swekuros?*°. But in- 
stead of listing further, and equally unacceptable, attempts, it will be 
best if I simply give my own results reached more than ten years 
ago (1964: 311). 

The feminine *swekrus must, like all -z-stem feminines, be based 
on an a-stem masculine. This means that the masculine originally had 
the form *swekurus, form which the feminine *swekuris, later synco- 
pated to *swekriis, was formed; eventually *swekurus was dissimilated 
to *swekuros, just as in Greek vibc was dissimilated to vidc, etc. 

Earlier attempts to account for these terms (see 1964: 312f.) have 
always regarded as certain that swe- was the same element as is seen in 
“swe-sdr, and that it meant ‘one’s own’. For the second part Ind. Sura- 
‘hero’ and especially Gk. xdptocg ‘master’ were thought to provide a 
reasonable explanation: thus *swekuros could be interpreted as ‘his 
own master’ (in relation to the bride). 

But, as we have seen above (6.13.1.), at the time the terms *swesér 
etc. were coined, there was only the noun ‘*si#- ‘joint family, clan’, 
and the derived adjective *swe- ‘belonging to the joint family’, but not 
‘his own’. One could, of course, say that that is splendid: *swekuros 
was ‘the master of the joint family’. Unfortunately, the second mem- 
ber’s interpretation as ‘master’ also rests on more than somewhat 
shaky foundations: it is only in Greek that Kvptoc shows the required 
meaning ‘master’, there is no trace of such a development (from 
*ki- ‘swell, be strong’?) in any other language. 

But, for the status of the *swekuros, ‘master of the Joint family’ is 
not the only conceivable designation ?*’, In fact the term glavar (from 
glava ‘head’), used of the head of the bratstvo, the clan, in Yugoslavia 
until quite recently (see 6.2. above), suggests a different approach. In 
the IE languages, the root *ker- is widely used to denote the ‘head’. 
The best-known representative of this meaning is *keras/*kfs-n-os in 
Ind. Siras-, Gk. Kap, Kpatéc, Lat. cerebrum. But an -u-stem *koru- 
appears in Gk. xopugn ‘head, top, summit’, and other forms. A 
*swe-koru-s would thus have meant ‘the head belonging to the joint 
family, the head of the joint family’. Assuming that this is the correct 
etymon, two possibilities can be envisaged for its development to the 
form swekuros. A *swe-korus could be assimilated to *swekurus which, 
after the feminine *swek(u)riis had been established, was dissimilated 

246 This view has recently found favour with Friedrich 1966: II. 


247 For the solution to be presented here (except for the new interpretation of 
*swe-) see Szemerényi 1964 : 316 f. 
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to *swekuros. Alternatively, *swekorus could give the feminine *swek- 
(o)rius, and after this form had become established, the basic word 
could (for reasons of taboo?) be interverted to *swekuros?*®., 

17,-18.2. The term “swekuros has produced a Germanic derivative 
which lives down to the present day. I mean the vrddhied derivative 
*swékuros ‘descendant of the father-in-law = brother-in-law’, t.e. Ger- 
man Schwager from OHG swdagur, MHG swdager. A correspondence 
is found in Ind. Sva@sura- (see Szemerényi 1964: 311°) but it is an 
independent parallel formation, and does not prove the existence of 
an IE vrddhied derivative.—For the anthropological background to 
the *swékuros see Gates 1971 : 48, but also 32.6.4.3.3. below. 

17.-18.3. More interesting is the fact that in Lithuanian the inherited 
SeSuras is very largely ousted by uoSvis ‘father-in-law’, from which 
uosvé ‘mother-in-law’ was formed. 

The basic element uwos- has often been connected with Lat. uxor2*?, 
but this is neither formally nor semantically plausible (see 6.11.2.). 
Just as unlikely is the suggestion that it belongs with IE *dkus ‘fast’, 
so that uosvé, from fem. *ékwi, denoted the ‘mother-in-law’ as ‘la 
rapide, la diligeante’?*°. Much more plausible would seem to be the 
idea advanced by W. Steinhauser?*! that Lithu. uwo- corresponds to 
the OHG prefix uo-, and uosvis is derived from *6-Sviyas, IE *6-sweyos 
‘der zu den eigenen SippenangehGrigen hinzukommende’; this would 
imply that 6 is ‘near to’, and *sweyos (to be compared with OHG 
swio, see 6.13.4.) ‘his’, the Lithuanian § being due to Germanic in- 
fluence. But all these supplementary assumptions show that the com- 
parison is quite unlikely. 

Since in several instances a vocative comes to function as the 
nominative 257, I would suggest that uwosvis is an affective shortening 
of an old vocative *ésve(Sure), which subsequently was expanded to 
*oSviyos. For 6 as the vocative particle see Pokorny 1959: 772?°°, 


248 It is a pity that Benveniste (1969: 249-251) should have omitted to take into 
account the results achieved several years before. 

249 Cp. Devoto, Studi Baltici 4, 1935, 57 f.; Pisani 1951: 2 f.; Walde-Hofmann II 
850; Frankel, Lit. etym. Wb. II, 1965, 1168; Benveniste 1969 : 248. 

250 Suggested by Vaillant, BSL 49, 1953, XXVIII; Grammaire comparée IJ/1, 1958, 
116. 

251 See ZfMundartforschung 27, 1960, 106 f. 

232 Cf. *dhuga(tér) (4.1. fin.), *awe koime (11.2.), and the well-known shift in 
luppiter from *dyeu pater, Hom. txnéra, etc. See also 32.3. below. 

253 Further material for the vocative particle can be found in Schwyzer-Debrunner 
1950 : 60. The current Lithuanian 6 is of course an innovation, IE °6 resulted in wo. 
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for the vocative as the basis of the nominal inflexion note, in addition 
to the cxamples given in fn. 252, also Gk. MatpoxAe(Fec), the source 
of TlatpoxAoc, and for the shortening in question both this Greek 
name and the Lithu. (dial.) brad, vocative of drdlis. 

17.-18.4. It is often asserted that *swekuros ‘head of the joint family’ 
was coined by the bride who joined as a newcomer the joint family 2°. 
The intrinsic improbability of this assumption is clear to anyone aware 
of the subordinate position in the IE joint family of women in general, 
and the outsider, the daughter-in-law, in particular. Such a person 
surely cannot be credited with creating a special terminology. 

Nor can it be argued that the assumption is supported by the fact 
that the terms *swekuros and *swekris denote father and mother of 
the husband, and that shows that they were coined from the wife’s 
standpoint. First of all, the statement is an error in fact: the restriction 
of the terms to the husband’s parents is not an all-IE phenomenon 
but confined to an Eastern area, embracing Balto-Slav, Greek, and 
Indo-Iranian; it is not found in the West (Italic, Celtic, Germanic) 
where the terms are used of the parents of both partners. Gates argues 
(1971 : 47 f.) that ‘‘since Omaha systems typically do not distinguish 
between these kinsmen, the distinction looks like another innovation 
of the eastern dialect area”, especially as the terms used for the wife’s 
father in the East are separate innovations. Gates also surmises (49) 
that “‘the eastern languages ... differentiated the husband’s father and 
wife’s father on the analogy of the different terms used for the hus- 
band’s brother and wife’s brother’. This might be true but perhaps a 
further point is more important. 

In the IE joint family, the “head of the family” was naturally the 
husband’s father: the husband could say “*swekuros ordered this” 
but also “my father ordered it”. But the bride could not address the 
head of the family or speak of him to others in any other way than 
by calling him the “head of the family”. (‘“‘Husband’s father’? might 
have been another possibility but was obviously never taken up.) The 
basic situation had therefore a built-in bias in favour of the terms being 
used by the wife predominantly, perhaps even being monopolized by 
her. From this angle it even looks as if the Eastern situation were a 
natural development from the IE premises while in the West the 
difference between the two sets of parents was gradually given up. In 
that case, the West would be the innovatory area. 


254 Cp. Szemerényi 1964 : 307, 317. 
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19. DAUGHTER-IN-LAW 


The DAvuGHTER-IN-LAW iS again designated by a wide-spread and 
well-established term. The various languages offer the following 
forms *°° ; Ind. snusd, (Iran., e.g.) Sogd. Siwnsh, Arm. nu (gen. nuoy), 
Gk. vudc, Lat. nurus (gen. -us), OCS snexa, (Crimean) Gothic schnos, 
OE snoru, OHG snur, German Schnur. 

From the variety of stem-classes (apparently) offered by the various 
JE languages it is not easy to reconstruct the IE stem-form. Pedersen, 
and after him Meillet and others, opted for *snusos, solely on the 
strength of Gk. vvdcg and Arm. nu (nuoy). But this leaves out of 
account Lat. nurus and OHG snur (dat. snuri), both of which point 
to an u-stem *snusus. Since dissimilation of u-u to u-o is a well-known 
phenomenon (cf. Gk. ufdc from vivc), it seems clear that “snusus can 
also be the source of the Greek and Armenian forms. On balance, 
as I concluded in 1964 (321 f.), the facts are more readily reconciled 
with the u-stem, and since for feminines a characterized &-stem is more 
likely, we are led to an IE *snustis which is clearly connected in ending 
and inflexion with the correlative *swekrus?5°. 

As to the origin of the term, we can rule out the various attempts 
to explain it from a basic snu- ‘bind, connect’, since ‘connexion, 
alliance’ has nowhere led to the precise and important term ‘daughter- 
in-law’. And precisely because the daughter-in-law is the ‘son’s wife’, 
time and again new expressions crop up which state the relationship 
in these terms; cp., e.g., Early Modern German suns weib ‘son’s wife’, 
Sohnsfrau, Sdhnin, Séhnerin, and Polish synowa, Russ. dial. syndvka 
‘the woman belonging to the son’. 

In view of these clear onomasiological facts it is all but self-evident 
that the only satisfactory explanation is the old suggestion that *snu- 
sus is connected with *sunus/*sinus ‘son’, and means ‘the son’s wife’; 
the composition, and the concomitant shift of the accent to the final 
syllable, accounts for the shortening to *siznu-, and eventually synco- 
pation to *snu- (see Szemerényi 1964: 328f., 335 f.). The remaining 
-sii-s is in fact the word for ‘wife’: it is a root-noun from su- ‘bear, 


255 For the forms see Szemerényi 1964: 318 f. (with references), and most recently 
Abajev 1973: 190 (with especially rich documentation of the Iranian forms). 

256 In support of Early Aryan “snusi- we may also quote the innovation *wadh-i- 
‘bride, young wife’, which is more likely to have been modelled on *snusi- rather than 
on *svasru- (suggested by, e.g., Mayrhofer III 136). 
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bring forth’, here in the role of agent noun in contrast to *st#- ‘kin’ 
where it functions as a noun of action. Thus the earliest *sinu-su-s 
described the ‘daughter-in-law’ as the ‘*sus of the son, the woman 
who bears him offspring, his wife’?*’. 

19.1. Although the meaning of *snusus is pretty consistently ‘son’s 
wife’ in all IE languages, it is perhaps not impossible that the term 
could shift to a more genera] meaning ‘consanguineal’s female affine’, 
as has been argued by Gates (1971 : 24-25). 


20. SON-IN-LAW 


For Son-1n-Law, the husband of EGO’s daughter, the evidence of 
the IE languages is far less easy to evaluate. In Aryan we find the 
identical forms Ind. ja@mdtar- and Avest. z@matar- (Pahlavi and NPers. 
damdad ‘bridegroom, son-in-law’), but the forms of the other languages 
agree, if at all, in the initial part only, cf. Gk. yapBpdc, Lat. gener, 
Alban. dhéndér, and, possibly, OCS zefe, Lithu. Zéntas. Other languages 
possess terms which are certainly not related, e.g. Welsh daw; OHG 
eidum (modern Eidam), OE ddum; Latv. znuots. 

20.1. The meaning of these terms also exhibits a considerable lati- 
tude. Gk. yapBpdc is not only the ‘son-in-law’, but also the ‘brother- 
in-law’ (i.e. either ‘sister’s husband’ or ‘wife’s brother’), ‘father-in-law’ 
(= wife’s father), and generally ‘relative by marriage’?>*. It is of 
interest that even the etymologically unrelated term OE adum can 
mean both ‘son-in-law’ and ‘sister’s husband’. Less surprising, even 
natural, is the fact that ‘son-in-law’ can also cover the meaning ‘bride- 
groom’, see NPers. damdd above, Gk. yay Bpdéc (Sappho, Pindar), etc. 
20.2. Before we proceed, we must lay a ghost that has spooked in 
handbooks and dictionaries for more than two generations. In his 
Ancient Iranian Dictionary Bartholomae presented (1904: 1689) an 
Avestan zamaoya- ‘brother of the son-in-law’, which, he suggested, 
was zamavya-, formed with the suffix -vya, known from pitrvya-, on a 
basic *zama- seen in zamdtar. Since then Bartholomae’s lemma has 
been quoted by comparatists of all specialties, most recently by, e.g., 


237 On the survival of the noun *sis see Szemerényi 1964: 332 f.—Wordick (1975: 
243) feels that derivation from son ‘makes the most sense” but still accepts the recon- 
struction *snusos. 

258 See Chantraine’s excellent presentation (1968 : 208). 
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Mayrhofer I 430; Bailey, TPS 1956, 92; Frisk I 287; Chantraine 
1968 : 209259, 

But the meaning posited for this word is a pure invention. In his 
edition of the Frahang i oim, Reichelt, quite correctly, printed the 
lemma as zGmaoid damat which he interpreted as z@ma-vya ‘Schwieger- 
sohn’, and pointed to Afghan zim ‘son-in-law’?©°. Bartholomae 
thought that he could improve on this: in view of the suffix, the 
word had to express a relation which contained a feature (“sememe’’) 
in addition to the basic ‘son-in-law’ expressed by zdma-; hence his 
‘brother of the son-in-law’—in sharp contrast to the statement of 
the (only) text. But the conclusion based on the suffix was in actual 
fact based on nothing: in pitrvya-, -vya- does not serve to denote 
the brother (see 11.3. above), and in bArdtrvya- it is quite clear that 
that cannot have been its function (see 13.-14. above). One can there- 
fore only agree with Wackernagel’s exasperated question : “Hat es denn 
in irgendeiner Sprache ein Sonderwort gegeben zur Bezeichnung des 
Bruders des Schwiegersohns?’’?®!, And even though Wackernagel’s 
objection has gone unheeded, it must be hoped that reason will now 
prevail, and the “‘brother of the son-in-law” will be consigned to 
limbo. 

This does not, of course, dispose of the form zdmaoya itself. But 
its meaning ts plain “son-in-law”. As such it is naturally connected 
with zamdatar-, and could either be a hypocoristic from it, as was 
suggested by Andreas (ap. Wackernagel, l.c.), or represent the exact 
opposite, i.e. the basic word which was transformed to z@mdtar, and 
was itself reshaped from *zdma- (or *zdmaya-?) to zGma-vya-, just as 
*bhratr-ya- was re-formed to bhratr-vya- (see 13.-14. above). 

20.3. Turning now to the question of the origin of the term for 
‘son-in-law’, we must first of all sift the evidence. 

There cannot be any serious doubt that jamdtar-, zamdtar-, and 
yauBpdc belong together, and guarantee for the ‘son-in-law’ an initial 
sequence *gam- (possibly *gem-/*gom-). Lat. gener, however, could 
hardly be derived from *gam-, it would certainly speak in favour of 
*gem-er-, dissimilated (?) or rather transformed to gener under the 


259 It is interesting to note that a flicker of doubt seems to manifest itself in 
Benveniste’s ‘probablement’ (1969 : 256) and Schwartz's ‘probably’ (1975 : 204). 

260 Reichelt, WZKM 14, 1900, 204 line 10; 15, 1901, 179. Cf. now also G. Klingen- 
schmitt, Farhang-i dim, Diss. Erlangen, 1968 (1971), XV no. 630; XXIN F. XX 5). 

26! Wackernagel, Fs. Andreas, 1916, 6' (= KI.Schr. 464’). 
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influence of genere, the Old Latin by-form of gignere, genitor, etc.?°?. 
Alb. dhéndér has, as is shown by dialect-forms, a final group -/ér; 
and since the preceding part can be form “gen(a) or *gema-, every- 
thing is in favour of the Albanian word’s being derived from *gema- 
tér 263 | 

OCS zets and Lithu. Zéntas are now often regarded as representing 
*genato-, *gena-ti-, either from the root *gena-/*gné-/*gnd- ‘beget’ or 
from the root “gena-/*gnd- ‘(get) to know’. The former was urged 
with particular vigour by E. Hermann (1918: 218) who thought that 
the son-in-law was called ‘begetter’ because the first son of an heiress 
daughter was regarded as the son of her father, and so the son-in-law 
actually begot a son for his father-in-law, not for himself?%*. The 
second possibility was favoured by Schulze and Kiparsky : ‘son-in-law’ 
was the acquaintance ‘par excellence’?°>, But in point of fact both 
explanations are rather unlikely although the first is more so than the 
second since ‘known’ does seem to have led to ‘relation’ (cf. yvwtdc), 
and in one case at least to ‘son-in-law’, i.e. in Latv. znuots. But nothing 
prevents us from tracing zets and Zéntas to *gem(a)-t-, and then we 
have no doubt to do with remodellings of an inherited *gema-tér. 

It seems, then, that whereas in the East a form *gema-ter- is found 
in Slavic, Baltic, Albanian, and Aryan (on this see further on), in 
Greek and Latin a form with -ro- is attested, in Latin simply *gema-ro-s, 
in Greek, perhaps, a metathetic *gameros (*yapepoc) which then was 
syncopated to *yap-pos, and gave yapuBpdc?°°. 
20.3.1. The ultimate source, *gem- or *gema-, has been approached 
from two directions. On the one hand, Vedic jami- ‘related’ (: brother 
and sister), postvedic ‘daughter-in-law’, and Avest. zama-(vya-) could 
lead to the assumption of a “gemo-/*gomo- ‘relative’. On the other, 
Gk. ydpos can lead to a root *gem- ‘marry’, and Lat. geminus to an 
even more remote ‘match, pair’. The latter view has been argued in 
great detail by M. Schwartz (1975: 200f.) who suggests that *gem- 


262 Cp. Walde-Hofmann I 590. 

263 For the problems connected with the Albanian word see N. Jokl, Linguistisch- 
kulturhistorische Untersuchungen aus dem Bereiche des Albanischen, 1923, 46 f., and 
esp. 253; C. Tagliavini, La stratificazione del lessico albanese, 1943 (repr. 1965), 114. 

264 Cf, Walde-Hofmann I 590; Pokorny 1959: 374. 

263 See Schulze, KZ 63, 1936, 113; Kiparsky, Neuphil. Mitt. 43, 1942, II3f.; 
Frankel, Lit. etym. Wb. 1301. 

266 Derivation of yap Bpds from *gm-ro- (Beekes, KZ 86, 1972, 39 fn.) is of course 
out of the question, as is the fanciful *gHm-ro--—For the syncope in question see 
Szemerényi 1964 : 257. 
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“marry” gave *gomod- ‘he who mates, enters a match = bridegroom, 
son-in-law’ which was partly (after *swekuro-) expanded to *gom(e)ro- 
in gener, yapBpdc, partly transformed to zamd@tar-, etc. 

20.3.2. Although this view is quite attractive, a slightly different line 
is perhaps suggested by Hungarian volegény ‘bridegroom’, vom, veje 
‘my, his son-in-law’, which originally meant ‘buyer’, and was matched 
by elado ldny ‘the girl (lany) who is for sale’. Now Avestan has a noun 
zamanad, rendered as ‘Bezahlung, pekunidre Vergitung; Besoldung’ 
by Bartholomae (1904: 1690f.) who found no connection for the 
word. Quite recently Bailcy has registered, with not a little astonish- 
ment, that a cognate of the Avestan word survives in Afghan zaman, 
zamne ‘payment of wages, stipend’, and suggested that the root *zam- 
was a cognate of Gk. yapéw ‘I marry’, “in its original meaning of 
‘payment’ by the suitor for the bride, the earliest Indo-European 
marriage practice” 2°’, 

Since the Hungarian word for ‘son-in-law’ quoted above is from 
the verbal root ve-, vesz- which means ‘buy’ but also ‘take’, just as 
Lat. emo ‘buy’ developed from ‘take’, there is obviously a further 
cognate of zam- and yap- in Gk. yévto ‘he seized’, Cypr. Sy yepos : ovA- 
AaBH, andyepe: dpedKe 7°5, 

The ‘son-in-law’, then, was ‘he who takes, or buys, or marries’. 
Formally, *gem-a-ro-s gave Lat. gener, while in Greek, under the 
influence of yapoc, yapéw, the form was metathetized to *gameros, 
eventually yielding yapPBpdc. The Eastern forms gave, from *gem-a-tér, 
Alb. dhéndér, OCS zets, Lithu. Zéntas, while in Aryan *Jamita was, 
in several steps, changed to jamatd. 

We can thus end this section by stating that IE did have a term for 
the ‘son-in-law’ 2°?, 


ai. HUSBAND 


For Hussanp, the IE Janguages point to no specific IE term. He 
can be designated as ‘man’ (dvnp, wir) or ‘master’, as it is still done 


267 Bailey, JRAS 1972, 110. Bailey thinks that *zam- ‘pay’ is also the source of 
Khotanese ysamtha- (= zan@a-) ‘interest, usury’ but for that ‘payment’ seems inappro- 
priate; in view of Greek téxos ‘birth, interest’, I should prefer derivation from °zan- 
*be born’. 

268 See Szcmerényi 1964: 186 f. This implies, I suppose, that some of Schwartz's 
material has to be removed again. 

269 Pace P. Friedrich 1966: 13-14. 
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in Modern German (Mann ‘man’ beside the formal Gatte, Gemahl) 
or Hungarian (ur-am ‘my master’ beside férj ‘man’). In some individual 
languages certain terms acquired the special sense in question, cf. Lat. 
maritus ‘husband’ (“possessing a *mar?’?); Late Latin spdnsus ‘affian- 
ced’, the source of Romance words and NE spouse; Rumanian sof 
and Albanian shog, both from Lat. socius ‘companion’, etc.?7°. 


22. WIFE 


With Wire the situation was much the same. There was no specific 
IE term for her, she could be called ‘woman’ or ‘mistress’, cf. Gk. 
yovn, Ind. patni, but also Lat. uxor (which probably contains *esdér 
‘woman’, see 6.11.2.) and Hom. dap (which is the ablaut-vanant *osy 
of *esér, see 6.10.1.). 

But in view of the greater emphasis on her sexual role, for wife quite 
often new, and more unequivocal, expressions were coined, cf. Gk. 
dKoltic, TapaxKoitic, dAoxos, all basically ‘sharing the lair, bedfellow’. 
But of course other viewpoints could also be brought to bear upon 
the onomasiological problem?’'. Unique seems?’? the Aryan innova- 
tion seen in Vedic ndri-, Avest. ndiri- which is simply a feminization 
of nar- ‘man’?73, 

In what follows I should like to put forward new interpretations for 

some of the terms in question. 
22.1. In Late-Indo-European, the most wide-spread term for ‘wo- 
man, wife’ was no doubt the noun represented by Gk. yuvi. It was 
not the earliest noun for this concept because, as we have seen, at an 
earlier stage *esdr and *su- fulfilled these functions. Since it is a fairly 
late innovation, it might not be impossible to recapture its etymon. 
But first we must recover the earliest forms?7¢. 


270 See Buck 1949 : 95 f.; Benveniste 1969 : 246 f.; Gates 197] : 52. 

27! For material see again Buck 1949: 95 f. 

272 Unless Welsh gwraig ‘woman’ and Olrish fracc, whose immcdiate antecedents 
are *wrak-/*wragg-, derive from a syncopated *wir-. Cf. Campanile’s suggestion (ap. 
Ambrosini, SSL 2, 1962, 29) that gwraig derives from “*wir-aki ‘having a man’, a view 
later abandoned by him, see SSL 6, 1966, 151 f.; 13, 1973, 52.—See also my own 
suggestion (1967: 213 fn. 29) that Luwian wiya ‘woman’ might represent *wiri/wiryds. 
For this note Ind. vird ‘Heldin’, ‘Frau, deren Gatte und Séhne am Leben sind’ and 
OLat. uira ‘femina scita’ (Wackernage]l-Debrunner 1954: 239). Luw. wiya is certainly 
not from pwiyd, and so cognate with Etr. puia (Georgiev, ArOr 36, 1968, 196). 

273 Cf, Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 416 and 935 ad 416. 

274 See Pokorny 1959 : 473 f.; Frisk 1 333 f.; Chantraine 1968 : 242 f. 
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22.1.1. The word is attested in several variants. An a-stem *g”end 
(with ablaut-variants *g”.nd, *g’nd-) appears in Ind. gnd@ ‘goddess’, 
Avest. ganda, ynd ‘woman’; Arm. kin?7> (instr. knav), Gk. yovn, Bava; 
Olrish ben, gen. mna@; OPruss. genna, OCS Zena; Tokh. B Sana; Gothic 
gino = OE cwene = OHG quena (Gmc. *kwendn- based on JE 
*o"end-). 

An i-stem “g”eni- is attested in Ind. jani- ‘woman, wife’, Avest. 
jani-, and probably in the Turfan plurals zanin and (Parthian) Zanin 
representing the old gen.pl. janinadm?7®; a vrddhi-form *g”éni- in Ind. 
jani- ‘wife’, Avest. Jani- ‘woman’, and especially clearly in Gothic 
géns ‘wife’ = OE cwén (= modern queen!). Since Aryan i can always 
represent an IE shwa, some scholars take jani- from IE *g“ena which 
would be the nominative to the oblique stem *g”nd-?7’, but this is 
quite impossible. In the d-stems, variation in the root is not unknown 
(cf., e.g., Gk. yA@ooa: yAdooa) but for variation in the suffix this 
would be the only, quite isolated, instance. Moreover, as Saussure 
stated in his paper on the agricola type, a type CeRa would form its 
genitive in CeR(a)-os, dative in CeR(a)-ei, etc., and not in CRea-s, 
CReo-ei, etc.278, 

The i-stem *g”eni- gains further support if the Slavic verb Zeniti se 
‘marry, take a wife’ also presupposes an i-sten *Zeni-, so that the verb 
is in essence identical with Ind. janiyati ‘seeks a wife’?7°. I should go 
a step further and suggest that the same stem is to be found in 
OCS Zenixs ‘bridegroom’. This is usually regarded as formed from 
Zeniti with a suffix -x-?8°. But, as was rightly emphasized by Meillet, 
this noun presents a unique formation in the early language, which 
is not explained by the label ‘hypocoristic’. I suggest that it represents 
g”eni-is-o- ‘seeking a wife’, from the root *is- ‘seek’ (in Ind. iééhati, 

275 The Arm. nom.acc.pl. kanaikh, kanais do not present an IE stem in -ai- (Pokorny 
1959: 473, and earlicr Pisani, Ricerche lingu. !, 1950, 182 f.) but the same type of 
innovation in the nom.pl. (ai for -ds) as is found in Greek, see Szemerényi 1960a: 22 f. 
Ibid. 15 f. it is also shown that Phrygian Bavexos is a ghost-form, and Bovox of 
uncertain meaning, and 13 f., esp. 26, it is suggested that Gk. yuvatx- is a purely 
Greek innovation. 

276 Cf. Bartholomae, Zur Kenntnis der mitteliran. Mundarten 5, 1923, 9-17, esp. 13 
with fn. 1; Henning, Mitteliranisch (in: Hb. Orient.), 1958, 89 f. 

277 See Szemerényi 1960a: 14! with references, to which add Kurytowicz, Prace 
Filologiczne 11, 1927, 203; 1968 : 27, 222. 

278 Cp. Szemerényi, KZ 88, 1975, 279, with references. 

279 See Meillet-Vaillant, Le Slave Commun, 71934, 239. 

280 Cf. Meillet, Etudes sur l’étymologie et le vocabulaire du vieux slave, II, 1905 


(repr. 1961), 361; Shevelov, A prehistory of Slavic, 1964, 342 (:assumes a suffix -ix-!); 
Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves IV, 1974, 671. 
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Slav iskati), so that the form was regularly contracted to *g“eniso-, 
Slavic Zenixs. 

An even simpler variant *g"en- has been suspected in the peculiar 
Old Irish noun bé ‘woman’ which is a neuter (and nasalizes). Pedersen 
has traced it to *g"en, but Watkins is right in doubting an original 
neuter and preferring secondary transfer on account of the mono- 
syllabicity of bé from IE *g*en-s?®'. But Meid, who formerly also 
accepted an IE source, now thinks that 5é n- is an Irish tnnovation, 
and that is certainly more probable 2°. 

Whatever be the truth concerning Olrish 5é, there can be no doubt 
that IE *g"end and *g“eni-/*g"éni- presuppose as their common basis 
an IE *g*en-. All etymological attempts must start from this basic 
form 28°, 

22.1.2. As long as the difference of the several guttural series was 
not clearly perceived, it- was easy to seek the origin of ‘woman’ in 
the idea of ‘bearing, briging forth’, that is to connect the word with 
the verbal root *gen-?°*. Other suggestions have been *g”end ‘the 
newcomer’ from *g”en- ‘come’ in Lat. venire (although the IE form is 
*o"em-!), and *g"end ‘the pursued (woman)’ from “*g”en- in OCS Zeng 
‘pursue’ (though the IE form is g"hen-!)?8*, More recently, Georgiev has 
suggested that a noun *g”endy-‘das Gebaren’ developed into ‘woman’, 
and that the nil-grade g”n-/g"n- led to the delabialized forms gn-/gen-, 
and eventually, obviously, to the palatal form *gen- ‘bring forth, be- 
get’ 8°. As can be seen, all of these suggestions suffer from phonetic 
and/or semantic weaknesses. 

22.1.3... The solution which I'am ‘going to propose seems so ob- 
vious—once one has found it—that one can only wonder.that, apparent- 


283 Cf. Pedersen, Vergl. Gram. der keltischen Sprachen II, 1913, 113; Watkins, in: 
Myth and Law among the JEs (ed. J. Puhvel), 1970, 13 f.—It should not be overlooked, 
of course, that the JE nom. ought to appear as *g"én which should have given Olrish 
*bi! An IE neuter *g“g (Schindler, Sprache 15, 1969, 156) is surely out of the question. 

#62 See Meid, KZ 80, 1966, 271-272; and now: Die Romanze von Froech und 
Findabair, 1970, 70 f., 144. 

283 This conclusion was first reached in KZ 73, 1956, 192’, and then repeated in 
1960a ; 14.—Needless to say, the relative lateness of *g”en-d makes it impossible to see 
in it the primeval source of the feminine formant -d, as was surmised nearly a hundred 
years ago by Brugmann, an idea revived more recently by Martinet, BSL 52, 1957, 92. 

28% Cp., e.g., Fay, AJPh 26, 1905, 380; Prellwitz, Etym. Wb. der gr. Sprache, 71905; 
Schrader-Nehring I 217 (: “‘mag sie nun mit lat. gigno, scrt. jan.‘gebaren’ usw., was 
wegen der Gutturalverhdltnisse ... Schwierigkeiten macht, zu verbinden sein oder nicht"’); 
and even more recently Beleckij, Voprosy Jazykoznanija 1955 (2), 20. 

285 For references see Trubatev 1959: 108. 

286 Georgiev, Symbolae Kurytowicz, 1965, 87. - 
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ly, it has not yet been discovered. To be sure, former generations 
could have found the solution ‘shocking’, and quite possibly this point 
may have deterred philologists (perhaps. unconsciously), although the 
facts of linguistic history should have inured them to even worse 
connections. 

The basic form *g”en- has so far, if at all, been viewed as an 
indissoluble unit, as a root, and Brugmann did in fact complain that 
it was isolated, that there was no primary verb2°’. But there is, of 
course, no reason why that should be the case. If one thinks of one 
of the antonyms of ‘woman’, represented by, e.g., Lat. homo, IE 
*zh(e)m-en-, one perceives at once that a segmentation *g”’-en- is 
equally plausible, and that means that the basic unit is *g”u-, best 
known in the form *g”ous. The result is, then, that ‘woman’ in the 
form *g"en- is ultimately described as a ‘cow’. 

Is this an unbelievable outrage, or is it in accord with the facts of 
life? 

It will, I think, be useful if we first take a look at modern mores, 
illustrated from England. It is not at all uncommon for a Cockney 
boy to ask: “Who was that old cow?”—simply meaning : ““Who was 
that woman?” But the same usage can be encountered on a more 
literary level. Two samples will suffice. 

In Kingsley Amis’ Take a girl like you (Penguin 1972, p. 164) we 
read : “You won’t catch him going respectable, not for years anyway, 
not till he’s beginning to be afraid he can’t steal the milk through the 
fence any more. Then he might consider keeping a cow of his own”. 
Elsie gave her tremendous laugh. ‘“‘Wonderful, that, isn’t it? Can’t 
think where I heard it.”’ 

And in John le Carré’s recent spy story, Tinker tailor soldier spy 
(Pan Books 1975, 90), we read: “Do you know what she told me 
when they threw me out? That personnel-cow? ... You know what 
the cow said?” 

Turning now to the ancient world, we can first note at Pythian IV 
142 Pindar’s graphic phrase: pia Bots KpnGei te patnp kai Opaovprdei 
LaApovet which in Ernest Myers’ Victorian translation (1895, 73 f.) 
becomes : “(Though thou knowest it yet will I tell thee, how that) the 
same mother (!) bare Kretheus and rash Salmoneus”. The mother 
in question is Enarea, the wife of Aeolos, a human, not a cow. In 
the Budé edition, A. Puech comments dryly: ‘‘n’a rien de choquant 


287 See Brugmann, IF 22, 1907, 174. 
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en grec pour désigner une femme” just as tadpoc can denote the 
‘male’, while in his commentary of the Olympian and Pythian Odes 
(Cambridge 1893, 198) C. A.M. Fennell says of Bods: “‘a rare meta- 
phorical usage for ‘wife’ or ‘mother’’’. Nonetheless, he can quote 
rightaway from Aeschylus’ Agamemnon (1.1125): Gxexe trig Boos tov 
tadpov ‘keep the bull away from the cow’?8® when Cassandra means 
to say that Agamemnon, the bull, should be kept away from his 
dangerous cow, Clytemnestra, and from Euripides’ Andromache the 
lines (711-712): 

i) oteipos odoa pdaxoG obK avéEEtat 

TIKTOVTAG GAAOUG, ODK ExOvG’ adtT TEKVa 
“who (Hermione), being a barren cow (calf), and having no children 
of her own, will not suffer others to bear children”. Fennell also 
recalls that at Carm. II 5,6, Horace applies to a young girl the word 
iuuenca, following his Greek models’ use of pdoyosg in the same 
sense. And everybody knows that the Lat. coniux and the Gk. ovCv6é, 
everyday words for man and wife, present the image of the yoke. 

And the usage is not confined to the Classical world, nor to 
antiquity. Indian vasa ‘cow’ is also used for ‘woman, wife’?°°, mahisi 
‘buffalo cow, a king’s chief wife’ is matched by Khotanese mijse’ 
‘woman’ (from *mazisi)?9°, and the Iranian correspondence to Ind. 
dhénu- ‘cow’ in Khwarezmi din simply means ‘woman’ ???, In the light 
of these relations it comes as no surprise that Dutch kween (identical 
with OE cwene ‘woman’, Goth. gino) means ‘barren cow’, and con- 
versely Russ. korova ‘cow’ can, in dialectal usage, have the meaning 
‘bride’?°?, Finally, to round off the picture, we may note that in 
Celtic an “anderos/ad ‘bull, cow’ is attested in Mlrish ainder ‘young 
girl’, MWelsh anneir ‘young cow’, enderig ‘bull’, and Mlrish dartaid 
means ‘young bull, young man’, and dairt ‘young cow, young girl’?°°, 

After this brief tour d’horizon it will be clear that the morphological 
segmentation is in full accord with the views of the early Indo- 
Europeans and others: *g*en- is indeed originally ‘cow’, and is a 


288 The translation is taken from the Agamemnon-cdition of Denniston & Page 
(Oxford 1957), p. 171. 

289 See Ambrosini, SSL 2, 1962, 31. 

299 Cp. Mayrhofer II 613 f. 

291 See Henning, Zeki Velidi Togan Festschnft, Istanbul 1956, 428. 

292 See Vasmer, Russ. etym. Wb. s.v. korovaj. 

293 Cp. Pokorny, ZRPh 68, 1952, 418-421; ZCP 25, 1956, 155 f. 
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derivative *g”w-en- of *g”ous, which was later abridged to *g”en-?%*. 
22.2. A-second Greek term, applicable to the ‘wife, spouse’, is 5apap, 
dapaptos (f.), attested from Homer on in nom. ddpap, acc. dapapta, 
dat. Sdpapti. The Hesychian gloss 56poptic: yuvh seems to be an 
Aeolic form. 

There are two main explanations for this word. Schulze suggested 
that it was dap-ap-t from “dom-/dm- ‘house’ and dpapicxa, and 
Originally meant ‘das Haus ordnend, die des Hauses waltende’2?°. 
Others think that dayap belongs with Lat. dominus and the two re- 
present a typical r/n neuter formed from *dem-/*dom- ‘to tame’, so 
that Sdpap would be ‘the tamed one, the woman possessed’ ?°, 

But the first of these alternatives is certainly unacceptable. It ignores 
the fact that dpapioxw means ‘join, fit together’ or ‘fit, furnish with’ 
but not ‘to arrange’. Although Homer does not offer a phrase d0p0v 
dp-, he does use the phrase totyov d@patoc a&p- AiPoror (II. 16, 212- 
213) which, however, means ‘fit together, construct’, so that 56pov dp- 
could mean nothing else but ‘construct, build a house’, an impossible 
task for a (Homeric and IE) woman. Nor is the second solution any 
more convincing: there is not the slightest reason for supposing that 
Sapapt- ever was anything else but a feminine noun?9’. 

Since the noun clearly denotes a ‘woman, wife’, one would like to 
find in it the noun for ‘house’. But that cannot be represented by 
dap-; before a vowel we should expect dm-, cf. duc, Sumy, and 
Avest. dmdana-. In the light of 5anxe5o0v from ap-pedom we can only 
accept a segmentation da-papt- from *dy-mart- in which *mart- or 
*marti- (cf. 5opoptic) is a cognate of Lithu. marti ‘bride, young 
woman’, The meaning would therefore be the very apposite ‘woman 
of the house, housewife’ 29°, 


294 For the reduction of *g“u-en- to *g”en- cp. Gk. ExarduBn which is unanimously 
traced to -fF&, IE *-g"w-d, cf. Pokorny 1959: 483; Frisk 1 475; Chantraine 1970: 329. 

295 Cf. Schulze, KZ 28, 1887, 281 f. (= KSchr. 364); followed by Bechtel, Griech. 
Dialekte 1, 1921, 53; Schwyzer 1939: 451 with fn. 3; Frankel, Lexis 3, 1952, 52; 
Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954 : 46; Pokorny 1959: 56, 198; Risch 1974: 196, and BSL 
69, 1974, 118. - 

296 Cf. Pedersen, KZ 32, 1893, 244 (after Danielsson); Brugmann, IF 28, 1911, 294; 

Benveniste, Origines, 1935, 30 (but note that at 1969 ; 296, 305, this view is abandoned!); 
and especially Pisani 1951: 6. 
_ 297 For other, even less certain, possibilities see Bezzenberger, BB 27, 1902, 153 
(: old neuter *d°mrt ‘Gezimmer’); and for Mycenean dama(te) Morpurgo, La Parola 
del Passato 62, 1959, 322 f.; Ruijgh, SMEA 15, 1972, 96 f.; A. Moreschini Quattordio, 
Studi T. Bolelli, 1974, 212 f.; Duhoux, Kadmos 13, 1974, 36. 

298 I may recall here that Ehrlich (KZ 38, 1905, 88") connected Lithu. marti on the 
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The second element calls for further comment. It 1s certainly cognate 
with the group of petpag m.f. ‘young boy/girl’, Lithu. merga ‘girl’, 
Ind. marya-(ka-) ‘young man, lover’ (= MPers. mérag ‘young man, 
husband’), and is especially closely related to Lithu. marti mentioned 
already 29°. The IE root is therefore *mer-/*mor-/*mr-. Accordingly, 
the Baltic feminine marti- can only represent IE *morti-, while Gk. 
papt- is form *myt-; (Aeolic) popti- could reflect IE *morti- but-also 
*mrti-. vs 

The alternation between *myt- and “mort- points to an ablauting 
paradigm, e.g. nom. “mort-, gen. *myt-, and presents no particular 
difficulty. More perplexing is the variation between -t- and -ti-. The 
customary explanation is that papt- was later replaced by paptr-, 
clearly characterized as a feminine. But, as far as I can see, this 
would be a unique example of such a secondary characterization. It 
rather seems to me that we have to do with a similar alternation as 1s 
seen in simplex *poti- versus compositional *pot-, discussed above 
(fn. 196). That is to say, beside the simplex “*mortis there was the 
compound *dy-mortis which, as a trisyllabic form, was subsequently 
reduced to *dm-morts. The form dopoptic would then show the restora- 
tion or retention of -ti- in the compound. 

In Homer, as is known, the nominative dayap occurs twice (Il. 14, 
503; Od. 4,126), filling the second thesis of the third foot and the 
arsis of the fourth, that 1s before the hephthemimeres. In both cases 
it is used with a final long syllable: Sadpap ’Adeynvopidao in the 
Thad, dapap S¢ Evar’ Evi OnByg in the Odyssey. A short used as a long 
in the fourth arsis before a caesura could perhaps be excused on purely 
metrical grounds°°° but it so happens that a similar case is presented 
by the similarly structured ppaxap ‘happy’, which is used with a long 
final syllable by Solon and Hipponax. Now this form appears as 
piaxapc in Alcman, so that one is tempted to regard paxap with the 
long final syllable as representing an assimilated paxapp; the normal 
short would be due to the vocative. In the same way *dapap(t)s could 
become *dapapp, accounting for the peculiarity of the nominative *°!. 
22.3. A Germanic neuter (!) noun wiba- is represented by OE wif 


assumption that it represented *dmarti, which is of course impossible since Indian and 
Iranian would preserve dm- or show nm-. 

299 See, e.g., Pokorny 1959: 738 f. It is very uncertain whether Gk. Bpitépaptic, 
the Cretan name of Artemis, can be connected with this group, especially as the 
original form of the name seems -papnic, see Chantraine’s lucid summing up 1968 : 197. 

300 See, e.g., Chantraine, Grammaire homérique I, 71948, 104. 

301 Differently Ehrlich and Schwyzer 1939 : 409 Zusatz 4; 566°. 
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‘wife’, OHG wib ‘Weib’, ON wif. Today an etymology is with fair 
unanimity accepted which was first advanced by Pedersen thirty odd 
years ago?°?, According to this view, the original meaning would 
have been ‘the veiling’, personified ‘the veiled person’, and so the 
‘(married) woman’, In spite of its popularity, the idea is, of course, 
of the highest improbability, it is solely due to the existence of a 
verb *wiban ‘envelop’, which is not even of the specific meaning ‘to 
veil’. 

What one would much prefer to find in the word is, of course, 
something like ‘mistress of the house’, a notion expressed by Ind. 
vispatni ‘mistress of the house’, Lithu. (old) viespatni ‘woman’ >°>, This 
idea led Bezzenberger to postulating>°* a form *wei(k)-po- ‘house- 
wife’, with assimilation of kp to pp, and subsequent reduction to p 
after the diphthong, but without accounting for the form po- as the 
second part. 

The corresponding compound *dom-potni ‘mistress of the house’ 
has been suspected by Pisani in the Germanic divine name Tamfana 
(recorded by Tacitus, Annals 1,51) which would represent *Tamfa(})- 
njo->°5, Although this etymon seems largely ignored today, it seems 
far superior to the alternative *Jamban6 ‘mistress of fullness’ preferred 
by others*°°, and in any case shows correctly what would be expected 
to develop from the cluster IE try in Germanic. But we still need 
to know what to expect as the first member. 

Since Ind. vispati-, vig§patni, and Avest. vis-pati- show in the com- 
pound the nil-grade of the root-noun, Frankel insists that vies- in the 
Lithuanian compounds vieSpats ‘master’, vieSpatni ‘mistress, woman’, 
cannot represent the full grade *weik- but developed from an s-stem 
(in the nil-grade) *weiks-3°7. This is, of course, based on Benveniste's 


302 See Pedersen, Philol. Misc. presented to Ekwall (= Studia Neophilologica 14), 
1942, 252-254; accepted by, a.o., Kluge-Gétze-Mitzka, Etym. Wb. der dt. Sprache, '71957, 
846; J. de Vries, Altnord. etym. Wb., 71962, 661. Cf. also Krogmann, IF 64, 1959, 136- 
145.—The suggestion made by Mevr. C. Tavernier-Vereecken, RBPhH 32, 1954, 97-101 
(: connected with weban, cf. liba-: leven) is, of course, unacceptable. 

303 See Frankel 1965: 1245 f. 

304 Bezzenberger, KZ 41, 1907, 282. An impossible *weikwomm ‘was zum Haus, 
Stamm gehdrt’ was offered by Hirt, Etymologie der ncuhochdeutschen Sprache, 1909, 
169, but abandoned in the second edition (1928) 210, 

305 Pisani, PBB 58, 1934, 456-457. 

306 See, e.g., Krahe (who follows Kégel), PBB 58, 1934, 282-287, and cp. Meid, 
BzN 8, 1957, 122-123. Other explanations are reported by J. de Vries, Altgermanische 
Religionsgeschichte I, 1935, 207 f.; II, 71957, 3247. 

307 See Frankel, ZSPh 20, 1948, 66 and 74; Frankel 1965 : 1245. 
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view that *dems (potis) cannot be the genitive of *dom- ‘house’ but 
only an s-enlargement, or the nil-grade of an s-stem *demes-. But this 
view is unacceptable °°®, and therefore only a genitive *weik-s would 
parallel the gen. *dem-s—if it were possible. Unfortunately, Frankel’s 
misgivings apply to the genitive as well: it would be *wik-os as is 
proved not only by Indian and Iranian (: Avest. visd) but also by 
Slavic (: vess ‘village’). For the explanation of the full grade in Lithu. 
vie there is then only one possibility left, the stem *weike- (or 
*woike-) which gave Lithu. *viese, syncopated to vies. 

If, then, Baltic vieSpats derives from IE * weike-potis, we must ask 
what would have resulted from a similarly structured *weike-potni in 
Germanic. The answer is quite clear, if the position of the accent is 
known. Now in early Indian, compounds with pati- and patni regular- 
ly accent the first member, cf. grhd-patni ‘mistress of the house’ 
(: grhd-), devd-patni ‘wife of a god’ (: devd-), vaja-patni ‘mistress of 
booty’ (: vaja-), vfsa-patni ‘von dem starken beherrscht’ (: vfsan-!), 
Sura-patni ‘wife of a hero’ (: Sura-)>°%. More precisely we should say 
that if the first member is accented, it retains its own accent: Sura- 
but devd-, etc. Corresponding to Ind. vésa- ‘house’*!® and Gk. olKos, 
that is IE *woikos, we expect therefore the compounds *wdiko-potis 
and *woiko-potni. But, in Germanic, there was an additional reason 
for this type of accentuation. As has been pointed out by Stang, prior 
to Verner’s law the mobility of accent in -o- and -d-stems was of the 
marginal type, the accent was either on the first or the last syllable, 
and this no doubt applied to compounds too?!''. 

If, thus, Germanic had a compound *wéike-potni prior to Verner’s 
law*!?, it had to develop through the following stages: *weihefapnya-, 
*weihebadnya-, *wihibannya-, West Germanic *wihibanna. In this branch 


308 Cp. Szemerényi 1964: 374 (fn. 4: references); Schindler, KZ 81, 1967, 300 f.; 
Kellens 1974: 392 f. 

309 See Wackernagel 1905: 264; Kurylowicz 1968: 61. 

319 On the Indian accent see Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 99. Kurylowicz 1968: 
20 constitutes a divergence between Indian and Greek, obviously misled by Grassmann 
$.V. 

3*3 See P. Kiparsky, Lg. 49, 1973, 845. 

3'2 J] assume for the root-syllable that it was identical (secondarily?) with that of 
Goth. weihs, IE *weikes-, and that the connecting vowel was dissimilated from *wei- 
kopot- (0-0) to *weikepot-, see my note on dSeoxdétns, Gnomon 43, 1971, 664, and 
JHS 94, 1974, 146.—A quite different possibility (agreeing with the interpretation of 
*nepds, above 9.2., and *deuhtera-, 9.3.3.) would be to regard *weik-e/o- as a thematic 
adjective derived by vrddhi from the noun *wik-, cf. *deiwo- from *diw-, *gheimo- from 
*ghim-, etc., see the references given in fn. 207. 
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of Germanic intervocalic h was very weak from an early date, and 
between like vowels was lost with subsequent contraction, the result 
being *widanna. In this form, -anna came to be felt as an independent 
word, connected with (OHG) ana ‘grandmother’, and since the age, 
suggested thereby, mostly did not tally with the facts, it was cut off. 
Thus a new word wid was created which, on the analogy of lid} ‘body’, 
became a neuter 3°. 

A well-known example of this kind of ‘wilful’ shortening is Engl. 

hag which was shortened from OE hegtess, hegtes ‘fury, witch’, cf. 
OHG hagazissa, modern Hexe?!*, The West Germanic decads *sebun- 
tohund, *ahtétohund, *ni(w)untéhund were similarly shortened to OHG 
sibunzo, ahtozo, *niunzo, and in my view the old mezzirahs ‘meat- 
-knife’ also lost its final element (cf. modern Messer) because it was 
felt to be identical with axe>'*, The converse of this process has recent- 
ly been suggested for Germ. Hebamme ‘midwife’, OHG hefi(h)anna: 
it is assumed that the basic hevi ‘elevatio” was expanded with ana which 
then by expressive gemination became anna??®, 
22.4. A second Germanic term, applied to a young married woman, 
is seen in Gothic briubs, ON bridr, OS briid, OE bryd, OHG brit 
‘bride’. This word has also exercised the imagination of many linguists, 
though oddly enough most have arrived at solutions which have no 
connection with a young woman. 

In the early days of IE etymological endeavours Bopp and Grimm 
could afford to connect the word with Ind. praudha ‘die heimgefiihrte’, 
but it is depressing to see this phonetically impossible comparison 
repeated even in our time°!’. An equally antiquated attempt would 
derive the word from *mri-ti-s ‘eigentlich die Zugesprochene, Ver- 
lobte’?!8 which is ruled out by the fact that Avestan mru- and Ind. 


313 It is very probable that this sct of innovations was carried out in onc particular 
area, from which the new word spread not only to Norse, as suggested by Krogmann, 
IF 64, 1959, 145, but also to the Northern part of the continent and across the channel. 

314 Cf, Pokorny 1959: 518; Kluge-Gétze-Mitzka, Etym.Wb., '71957, 306 f. But the 
second part *tusyé cannot be equated with Lithu. dvasid ‘spirit’ since this has an IE 
dh-; rather must it (together with Gaulish dusius ‘unclean spirit'?) be traced to IE 
*deus-/*dus- ‘Jack, fault’ in the IE prefix “dus-, etc., see Pokorny 1959: 219, 227. 

3!3 For both examples see Szemcerényi 1960: 36 and fn. 36.—So far, if I am not 
mistaken, little attention has been paid to the processes here illustrated. 

346 Sce Virkkunen, Die Bezeichnungen fiir Hebamme, 1957, 15 f., esp. 17, after v. 
Helten, PBB 30, 1905, 250. 

317 M. Scheler, ASNSL 120, 1968, 190. : 

318 See, e.g., Torp, Wortschatz der germ. Spracheinheit, 1909, 282; and quite recent- 
ly Pisani, in : Etimologija (1973), 1975 (Moscow, Nauka), 163-164. 
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bri- derive from IE *mel-/*mleu-, not an IE “*mreu-*'?. Morphologi- 
cally unenlightening is the comparison of bridi- with Lithu. marti>?° 
which has been discussed above (see 22.2.). Morphologically and se- 
mantically unacceptable seem to me both the interpretations as ‘agi- 
tated, moving rapidly’ or ‘break’ (because she is separated from her 
relations!), ‘celle qui porte (est chargée de) la force vitale animatrice’ >2', 
and the comparisons with *bher- ‘bear’ in, e.g., Engl. bird (‘), Ind. 
bhriina- ‘embryo’, Czech brnka ‘afterbirth’, or a *bher- ‘fence’ also 
discovered in *bhratér>??. No such misgivings would be aroused by 
the old comparison with Lat. Frutis, one of Venus’ epitheta, if we 
could be certain that originally it meant ‘(young) woman’, and could 
rule out the possibility that it is a deformed variant of Aphrodite, 
transmitted by, e.g., the Etruscans°*2°, 

It seems to me that a hitherto unheeded possibility opens up the 
way to the right solution. Clusters of consonant + liquida often 
undergo transposition, so-called metathesis °?*. In the following exam- 
ples the first form represents an alteration of the second: Vulg.Lat. 
Prancatius (: Pancratius), crancus (: cancrus); Italian pioppo (: Lat. 
populum), fiaba (: Lat. fabulam), treato (: teatro); Greek Opeonotadv 
(Dodona, Oconpwrtdv), tpagos (: TaMPOG), KaTPORTOV (: KaTONTPOV). 

If, on the analogy of these forms, *brudi- is traced to an earlier 
*budri-, then we obtain a form which is morphologically and lexically 
clear. A Germanic *bidri- derives from an IE *bhutri (cf. Gothic 
waurts ‘root’ from *wurtis, IE *wydi), and this, in turn, is the (dévi- 
type) feminine of a masculine *bhutdr. These agent nouns are formed 
from the root *bheu-/*bhi- ‘grow, become’, and *bhdutri ‘the grower, 
bearer (of offspring)’ is the female counterpart of the male *bAuzdr 
‘the planter, begetter’. The latter type is attested by Greek pbtwp 
‘begetter, father’, reported by a scholiast and Hesychius but also no 
doubt rightly restored by Dindorf at Sophocles’ Trachiniae 1032. The 
pair is closely paralleled by Atharva Veda bdartri- ‘Erhalterin, Mutter’, 


7*9 On IE *mel-] mleu- see Szemerényi, Emerita 22, 1955, 167 f.; and cp. Wiede- 
mann 1902: 206; Mayrhofer II 452. 

320 See Wiedemann 1902: 206 f. 

972 Cp. W. Krogmann, Glotta 20, 1932, 177 f., and Wérter und Sachen 16, 1934, 
80 f.; Langenhove, Linguistische Studién 2, 1939, 59; on the latter see Whatmough, 
HSCP 54, 1943, 21. 

522 Specht, Ursprung der idg. Deklination, 1944, 148; Trier, see fn. 54 above. 

323 Sce Walde-Hofmann I s.v. 

924 For the phenomenon and the following examples cp. Brugmann 1904: 248; 
Leumann 1926: 179; Schwyzer 1939: 268; Grammont, Traité de phonétique, 1956, 
339-348; for Germanic in particular Schwentner, PBB 43, 1917, 113-125, esp. 122. 
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Avest. bara6ri ‘Tragerin (: Erde!), Erhalterin, Mutter’, and the masc. 
Vedic bhartar- ‘Trager, Gatte’>?5. 

22.5. Old Irish sétig (gen. séitche) ‘female companion, wife’ has been 
variously explained in recent times. In view of Olr. sét ‘path, road’ 
(: IE “sentos, cf. Goth. sinpa-), it seemed at first self-evident that 
sétig should be a feminine formation with -i/-yd- from an adjective 
*sétach>2° or *sentikos3?’. But here the essential element was missing : 
a “wayfarer”, “traveller” is not the same thing as a “fellow-traveller”’. 
An improvement in this point was therefore the suggestion that the 
primitive form was “sen-teg-i from IE *sm-tego- ‘(living under the) 
same roof’ 328, Here, however, the small, but essential, point is ignored 
that the final velar must derive from a pre-Celtic k >2°. To eliminate this 
difficulty, it has been suggested that the etymon was “snt-ak-i, a 
derivative of *sent-/*snt-, the participle of the verb ‘to be’, but in the 
sense of ‘authentic, true’*°, But the alleged parallel of Ind. sati does 
not hold water: it describes the wife as ‘ta good and virtuous or 
faithful wife” (Monier-Williams), not as the “authentic one” distin- 
guished (?) from the non-authentic ones, and *‘good” is a develop- 
ment of *sont- not found outside India; moreover, the suffix ako- is, 
to be sure, very frequent, but not with participles. 

In these circumstances, the only possible and suitable etymon seems 
to be “syr-tok-i in the sense of ‘Mitlauferin, Gefahrtin’, that is a 
Celtic replica of the Germanic ga-sinja-n-. The IE root *rek- ‘run’ is 
widely used in Celtic (cf. Olr. techid ‘flees’, intech ‘road’>>"') and in the 
satem languages; Iranian offers interesting parallels to our compound 
in Pashto inga ‘female who accompanies a bride’ (: *han-taki + a 
‘running together’), Waxi andag ‘slave’ (: han-taka-)?>?, and Pahl. 
handak ‘swift’, also in Arm. sur-handak ‘courier’ >>>. 


323 Cp. Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 416.—An Iranian word from the semantic 
sphere in question is Avest. baozdri- ‘a bitch which has been covered’, an interesting 
point being the semantic development from “perception’® (*haud-) to ‘knowledge’, that 
is the Biblical ‘carnal knowledge’—here of a dog. 

32@ See Pedersen, Vergl. Gr. der kelt. Sprachen IJ. 1913, 89: “Begleitcrin” from 
sét-ach; Pokorny 1959 : 908 (dto.). 

327 J, Lohmann, Genus und Sexus, 1932, 31.33. 

328 Pisani, Ogam 11/6, 1959, 434-435. 

329 Hamp, Ogam 14, 1962, 376. 

3309 Campanile, SSL 6, 1966, 149-151; 13, 1973, 20; 15, 1975, 197. 

33" Although Olr. sétig could derive from an IE *sm-tok"-i, there is no rcason for 
assuming an IE *ek"- (Pokorny 1959: 1059) since the British and Germanic forms 
can all contain a suffix -s-/-w-. 

532 Morgenstierne, NTS 12, 1942, 262. 

333 Bailey. BSOAS 21, 1958, 532; Prolexis, 1967, 386. 
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23. WIDOW 


The Indo-Europeans also had an established term for Wipow, namely 
*widhewd, represented by Ind. vidhava, Avest. vidavd, OPruss. widdewu, 
OCS vedova (Russ. vdovd), and in the West by Lat. vidua, Olr. fedb, 
Welsh gweddw, Goth. widuwo, OE widuwe, OHG wituwa?>*. 

It is interesting to note that Ossetic has idedz which seems to have 
developed via *widwedz (the source of Hungarian dzvegy) from an 
enlarged *widawa-ri-°>5; this is all the more interesting as the same 
extension seems to have occurred in Hitt. udati-, no doubt from 
*wid(aw)ati->>°, 

23.1. On the other hand, Gk. ni®eos ‘unmarried youth’, which is 
often connected with our group, is rather difficult. First of all, the 
meaning is most unexpected : even if ‘widower’ could have been ex- 
tracted from ‘widow’, the age-group indicated by the usage of niBsos 
is far from any age-group associated with widow and widower; even 
in Classical and pre-Classical days the average widow was no doubt 
not in her late teens or early twenties>>’. Secondly, the initial #- is a 
grave difficulty. To assert that it 1s easily explained by a metrical 
lengthening of a prothetic vowel, or that we have to assume an initial 
laryngeal (*Hwidhewos) which with the prothetic or preverbal e- gave 
eHw- > Gw-558, merely shows an unrealistic approach to a serious 
linguistic problem. If we could overcome the semantic difficulty, and, 
in addition, were entitled to assume an article at an early stage, then 
the unified syntagm *aFi8éF& could, via the dissimilated or psilotic 
*oF 10éFG, give rise to a masculine GFi@eFos¢ which in Jonic-Attic devel- 
oped to Hideoc, and through the influence of epic diction penetrated 
even into the language of the Lesbians, although Kerkidas could then 


334 See Pokorny 1959: 1127-1128; Mayrhofer III 211.—The Western IE forms show 
colouring of e to u before w or syncope, not a different form with IE nil-grade. 

935 See Abajev 1958: 539, and for the Hungarian word: Barczi, Magyar sz6fejtd 
szotar, 1941, 231 (: of unknown origin!) but also id., A magyar nyelv élctrajza, 1963, 43 
(: perhaps Iranian). 

33© For the Hittite word and its mcaning see Laroche, RAssyr. 43, 1949, 70: A. 
Hahn, Studies Lane, 1967, 154-170. —For the development awd > d note Hitt. idalu- ‘evil’ 
which in the light of Luwian adwal is seen to derive from *edawalu-; for a somewhat 
different explanation see Laroche, RHA 76, 1966, 41-42. 

537 Hermann’s idea (1918: 209): “Es mag z.B. sein, daB das Femininum die 
Bedeutung ‘Jungfrau’ bekam und daB dazu ein Maskulinum geschaffen wurde™, is pure 
fancy. 

938 See, e.g., Frisk 1626; Ruipérez, Mélanges Chantraine, 1972, 240. 
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preserve a precious vestige of the origina! d-. But there is no denying 
that all this is heavily punctuated with question marks. 

23.2. Much the same must, alas, be said about the etymology. It is 
often claimed that *widhewa derives from an adjective *wid/u- *separa- 
ted’, itself based on a verbal root *widh- which grew out of a colloca- 
tion *wi + dhé- ‘set apart’>*°. But the alleged evidence has in recent 
years steadily melted away. Vedic vidhu- can no longer be thought 
to have an established (and proved) meaning ‘vereinsamt, elnsam’; 
on the contrary, it almost certainly means something or some things 
very different ((moon’?, ‘shaker’?)**°. The epic adjective vidhura- does 
not mean ‘getrennt, entfernt von, ermangelnd’ but rather ‘distressed, 
depressed, miserable’, and the Vedic vindhate ‘wird Icer, hat Mangel 
an etwas’ has also vanished into thin air>*'. And in any case, it is 
questionable whcther ‘scparated® or ‘wanting, lacking’ could ever 
describe the reality, that is to say the situation in which the widow 
found herself after her husband’s death. She remained a member of 
the joint family, and the most that one can say about her position is 
that she was without a male directly connected with, and so responsible 
for, her, she was without a protector; but this idea cannot be con- 
firmed >*? with the help of an unknown etymology. 

23.3. Whatever the etymon of the term for ‘widow’, it is clear that 
Originally there was only a feminine form “widhewd. There was no 
masculine *widhewos because the problem did not arise: the man 
whose wife had died, either had other wives, or took a new one. Every 
widower was a miniature Henry VIII. The ‘widow’, on the other 
hand, was severely restricted. If a husband died without leaving a son, 
the widow was subject to the Jaw of levirate: the dead man’s brother 
(or next of kin) had to marry his widow and provide for the continuance 
of the line. And even without this, the widow was in many countries, 
originally perhaps everywhere, obliged to stay a widow; among some 
IE peoples she was even forced, if not by law then by the pressure of 
society, to depart life by being burnt on the husband's funeral pyre or 
by hanging herself at his grave>*°. 


52° This is the view formulated by Pokorny 1959: 1127-1128, but the same general 
view is held by. e.g., Hermann 1918: 210; Walde-Hofmann II 786; Wackernagel- 
Debrunner 1954: 219; Friedrich 1966: 9 (*widh- ‘to be empty, inadequate’ !). 

949 Sce Mayrhofer II] 212. 

34" Sce on all these K. Hoffmann, Sprache 15, 1969, 1-7; Maychofer III 211, 215, 
264 f. 

342 As was thought by Hermann 1918: 210 f. 

343 See for all this Schrader-Nehring 1929: 661 f., and more recently Fontinoy, Les 
causes du suicide des veuves, Mel. R. Fohalle, 1969, 195-204. 
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23.4. If the ‘widow’ was, as a rule, subject to such severe restrictions, 
then it would seem to follow that a young man in “‘choosing a wife” 
set great store by her being a virgin. In a detailed study, Thieme has 
shown indeed that virginity can be proved to have becn expected 
among the Indians, Iranians, Greeks, and Romans, and can therefore 
be regarded as an IE rule, although possibly (1963 : 246f.) only among 
the higher classes. Cf. Schrader-Nehring 1923: 579f. (Keuschheit). 


24. HUSBAND'S BROTHER 


Among the husband’s relations in his own generation (24.-26.) first 
the HusBanp’s BRoTHER must be named as having a well-established 
IE designation. The term is attested by Ind. devar-, Gk. danp>**, 
Lat. /évir, Lithu. dieveris, OCS dévers. It has not been clarified yet>** 
why Germanic should apparently point to a proto-form “daigér, or 
*daigwér, cf. OE tacor, OHG zethhur. Arm. taigr, on the other hand, 
no doubt developed g from medial w>*°. 

The IE form can be reconstructed as *daiwér, with a very difficult 
sequence of sonorants in the weak forms (e.g. gen. *daywr-os?). Less 
likely seems an ablaut *ddiwér : *daiwr-ds **’. It is based exclusively on 
the acute intonation found in Balto-Slav, which some would like to trace 
to “daiw-, earlier *daiwH- or *deHyw-°*®; but the first-syllable acute 
is obviously secondary (metatonic) >*?. 

The etymology even so remains obscure. “Teilhaber an der Herr- 
schaft und dem Schutz’ (cf. daiopar and Fpa!), or ‘Gespiele’ (cf. Ind. 
divyati) seem of little use>5°; ‘taker into marriage’ (cf. Hitt. dai!)35* 


544 The Menander fragment often quoted for the vocative ddep (see, e.g., LSJ s.v.; 
Chantraine 1968: 245) in fact has Ade, see the Tcubner edition by Korte-Thierfelder, 
Menandri quac supersunt II, 71959, 54 no. 122, and E.W. Handley’s excellent edition 
of the Dyskolos (London, 1965) p. 88 line 240. 

343 Following Lehmann in the assumption of a laryngeal, W. Winter thinks (1965: 
198) that in the paradigm *déXywr : *dXyweér-, the latter member became by metathesis 
*dyXw-, and Xw~- gave Germanic k. See also Vaillant fn. 348 below. 

346 Cf, e.g., aregakn ‘sun’, and see Benveniste, REArm N.S. 2, 1965, 7 f., and 
aganim “put on, dress’ from Saucane: 

347 See Brugmann 1906 : 332; Pokorny 1959: 179. 

348 Vaillant, Gram. comparée des langues slaves oe 1958, 259; Lehmann, PIE 
Phonology, 1952, 50. 

349 See Kurylowicz 1968: 140. 

350 Cf. Prellwitz, Etym.Wb. der gr. Sprache, 71905, 103; E. Leumann, ZfdWort- 
forschung 11, 1909, 63 (but cf. Delbriick 1889 : 535). 

351 M. Gwynn Jenkins, BBCS 17, 1958, 252-258. On Wordick’s suggestion see 
further on, 32.6.4.3.4. 
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aims at the wrong person. I cannot offer any new solution but it 
should be noted that—unless this is a mirage—*dai-wer- presents the 
same second element as *k”et-wer- ‘four’ (masc. and, unfortunately, 
neuter). It could also be the expansion with -er- of a basic *dayu- or 
*dayu-. 


25. HUSBAND'S SISTER 


A special term was in use for the HussBanp’'s Sister also, represented 
by Attic yaAwe, Lat. g/ds gléris (also ‘brother's wife’!), Arm. tal (in- 
stead of *cal after taigr ‘husband’s brother’), Church Slavonic zs/sva, 
Russ. zolov-ka (from *zoly, *zaleve). In the Iliad there are the am- 
biguous forms yaA dow (dat.sg. 3, 122; nom.pl. 22, 473), yaAdéov (gen.pl. 
6, 378. 383; 24, 769), which in view of Attic yaAws (and rdtpus, 
UNTPws) are usually regarded as forms transferred from the diphthongal 
stem *yadwv- (preserved in Attic!) to a thematic *yaAwF-o-75?, but 
could come from a different source. 

25.1. On the strength of this evidence Kurylowicz has reconstructed 
the IE term as 

nom. *glo(u)s, ace. *gliéw-m, gen. *g/w-ds; , 
Latin generalized the length of the nominative, Slavic the weak stem, 
and Greek introduced in the inital cluster the vowel which developed 
in the weak forms from *g/w- (> yaAF-)°5°. 

About the same time, Vey thought that the diphthong was un- 
justified and traced the whole group to a root *gela;-, also found in 
Gk. yeAdw ‘laugh’; thus, e.g., Lat. gids derives from “glea,-s (‘joie, 
riante’), Slavic *zaly from *g/ds, Gk. yadwes from *yadahos, *g/a-s-o- 
(‘riante’)?>4. 


352 See Kretschmer, KZ 31, 1890, 453; Solmsen, Studien zur lat. Lautgeschichte, 
1894, 107 f.; Schwyzer 1939: 480..—Solmsen presented as an alternative solution the 
derivations gids from *glowéds, yardbuxs from °g-lowds, and zsleva from °g-/.wds, forms 
also accepted by Hermann 1918 ; 222.—For the material sec also Frankel, ZSP 23, 1955, 
351; Pokorny 1959: 367 F. 

333 Kurylowicz 1956: 122; and 1968: 217; no account is taken of the Greek thema- 
tic forms.—K. °‘s reconstruction is adopted by Schmalstieg (KZ 87, 1973, 118) who, 
however, assumes that the nominative—for which the lengthened grade cannot be 
justified—developed from *glous by simple monophthongization. Beckes’ constructs 
(MSS 34, 1976, 13 f.) are pure formalism. 

934 Vey, BSL 5!, 1956, 87 f. For Slavic, he accepts Mann's thesis (Slavonic and 
East European Review 31, 1953, 531) that, in contrast to accented -ds > -a, unaccented 
°OS > -y. 
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The traditional reconstruction, *g/ous (and *g/dus) is, on the other 
hand, accepted by Schmeja (1963: 23 f.), but with a novel interpreta- 
tion: in accord with the meaning ‘husband’s sister’, he assumes that 
*gl- has its closest cognates in Gk. y@Aeo¢ ‘a hole, a lair (?)’, Lithu. 
guolis ‘lair’, gulti ‘to lie down’, etc., and means the ‘Lagergenosse’, 
so that the meaning of g/-éu-s was ‘Schwester des Lagergenosscn = des 
Mannes’. The interpretation is based on the assumption that n&tpu.<, 
LNtpws contain a suffix -du- which produced secondary kinship terms; 
this, however, is no longer tenable, see 11. and 12. above. 

25.2. A new, and on the whole much less irregular, formal structure 
has recently been suggested from two quarters independently. Cowgill 
has suggested that the Homeric forms all represent an o-stem *galawo- 
which was assimilated from *ge/awo- probably mis-spelt in Hesychius’ 
Phrygian gloss *gelaros (P for F) ‘brother's wife’. Anttila, who reports 
this (83f.), thinks that Gk. yaAws and Lat. glos do not justify an alter- 
nation CeRA/CROoA, particularly as concerns Lat. gids which, he 
asserts (after Sihler), is from the 6th c. A.D., and may (again after 
Sihler) be syncopated from an earlier *ga/ds. 1 do not find the alleged 
date acceptable, since the word is not “first attested in 6th century 
grammarians and law codes” (Sihler 203), but cited from Plautus 
(2nd c. B.C.!), and not only by Festus (2nd c. A.D.), but also by 
Nonius Marcellus (4th c. A.D.), and is used by Ausonius (4th c. 
A.D.) in his Technopaegnion (Idyllium XII, De historiis 13): 

Aeacidae ad tumulum mactata est Andromachae glos, 

meaning by Andromachae glos Polyxena, who was the sister of Hector, 
Andromache’s husband >, 

But the Latin date is less important than the fact that an early 
Gk. *gelawo- and a Lat. gids cannot be reduced to a common denomi- 
nator °°°. Yet, this is of obvious necessity with an IE term. It seems 
to me that part of the solution lies in the fact that Lat. g/ds does 
indeed derive from an earlier *galds but this is not an inherited form 
but borrowed from the Greek yaAws*>’. For the syncope in the 


385 For all this sce Thesaurus Linguae Latinae s.v. gids, and the references there 
given; I. Eichner 1976: 36 fn. 37. 

95@ I seem to notice in Antila’s section 6.5.10. two versions which have been left in 
ilt-concealed discord. First he thought that Cowgill’s interpretation of the Greek forms 
“fortunatcly™ presented a “test case for the alternation CeRA/CRoA”™. But then he 
learnt of Sihler’s assumption of syncope in Lat. °g(a)/és, and added a note to that 
effect without altering the self-confident note at the beginning. 

957 The suggestion of I. Eichner 1976: 36 fn. 37 shows the impossibility of IE 
derivation. 
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borrowed form, I may recall that nearly twenty years ago I suggested 
that Lat. Jac, lactis ‘milk’ was borrowed from Gk. yaAaxt-, with the 
same kind of reduction to *glakt-, and then simplification to lact->5%. 
This would mean that, for the IE term, only Gk. yadAwc, Arm. tal, 
and Slavic *zs/y have to be taken into account. 
25.3. But before we proceed, we must have a closer look at the other, 
quite recent, treatment of the term. In an excellent paper (1976: 28f.), 
Ingrid Eichner (née Ktihn) has not only marshalled the evidence but 
also enriched it. According to her argument the Ind. girér in a mantra, 
named in the company of mother, sister, brother, and other relatives, 
cannot mean ‘of the mountain’ but, as shown by ydtuh in a parallel 
passage, must be a kinship term for a female relative, in all probability 
for brother's wife. Ind. giri- can then be derived from an IE *g/H-i-, 
identical with Arm. tal (gen. tali) and, what has not been noticed so 
far, with the Hesychian gloss yaA1¢° yaAadéc, which in the interpreta- 
mentum presents the uncontracted form of yaAuws. This means that 
yaAw<s is from *yaAaFos, IE *g/a-wo-s, while Phrygian gelaros is from 
*gela-ro->59, ) 
Finally, reviving an idea of Schrader’s, I. Eichner suggests that 
Gk. yadén ‘weasel, marten’ is derived from an i-stem *yahic ‘weasel’, 
closely connected with Ind. giri(ka) ‘mouse’ and Lat. glis, and ulti- 
mately identical with yaAtc ‘husband's sister’. She thinks that this 1s 
due to a metaphorical or tabuistic use of ‘sister-in-law’ for ‘weasel’>!. 
25.4. It is a splendid achievement that, even at this late hour, it 
should have been possible to unearth a long misjudged Indian cognate 
and pinpoint an unnoticed Greek form. It seems also clear that, as in 
so many latter-day languages, in IE also there was a connection felt 


388 It is rather surprising that this paper on IE words for ‘milk’ (KZ 75, 1958, 
170-190), referred to by Cowgill, in: Winter 1965: 152-153, should have remained 
unknown to Cowgill's pupils.—I take this opportunity of reaffirming my derivation of 
lacte from yadaxt-:(I.c., 176 f.) which has certainly not been invalidated by Hitt. 
galaktar ‘Besanftigung (?)' or “Erquickung (7), Leckerbissen (7), or ‘angenehme, siiBe 
Produkte pflanzlicher Art’ (?) (all the question marks in J. Friedrich's Wb. 95) compared 
—in spite of the uncertainty of the meaning—by Ivanov, ObSteindojevropejskaja, 
praslavjanskaja i anatolijskaja jazykovyje sistemy, Moscow 1965, 39 fn. 73; and Burrow, 
Henning Memonal Volume, 1970, 89 f., esp. 92 f., who would add Ind. Jaldsa (from a 
*galag-s-o-!), although its meaning is quite uncertain, so uncertain in fact that the 
eminent Maurice Bloomfield could (be Iced astray to?) think that it was ‘urine’. Nor has 
G. Schmidt (1973 : 65-67) produced any rcal arguments in favour of the old °dlakr-, 
‘now rewritten as °delHg-. 

35% The discrepancy between the velar of giri- and the palatal of Slavic zely is 
ascribed (31) to the influence of zete ‘son-in-law’. 
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between young women and young animals like the marten which, 
slender as they are, move about with infinite ease and incomparable 
grace. But this leads to no one-way traffic. There are certainly many 
instances in which the animal acquires the name of a young woman, 
e.g. Ital. donnola (: donna, Lat. domina), Hung. menyét (: meny, meny- 
ecske ‘bride, young woman’)°*©°. But there are examples for the 
opposite process also, cp. Hung. Adigy ‘lady’, originally ‘marten’?°!, 
I should indeed suggest that in our term the meaning ‘marten’ Is 
primary which was, probably by the male relatives of her age-group 
or her clan, transferred to a young woman; hence also the primary 
application to a man’s (= husband's) sister, and the secondary applica- 
tion to a male relative’s (= brother's) wife. 

The phonetic structure of the word is still not quite clear; forms like 
*g/H-i-, *glawos could be dispensed with to great advantage. But 
how? The fact that the IE term had a velar, points to a basic “gal- 
(rather than “*gel-). But in an /-stem originally there was no doubt 
ablaut alternation between strong and weak cases, that is *gal-i-: 
*g/-(e)i-, the forms presented by Ind. giri- and Arm. ta/>*?. But 
applied to a member of the joint family, the word was exposed to the 
influence of such terms as *swekrus ‘mother-in-law’, *snusus ‘daughter- 
in-law’. This explains the Slavic innovation : *zaly, replacing (probably 
under the influence of zete) an earlier *galy, is from an IE *gal-u-; 
the Slavic word shows assimilation of the first vowel to the second, 
*gali- became *guli-, *zulu-. It is not impossible that the adjective 
zl ‘evil also played a role both in the introduction of z- and of ». 

The Phrygian form shows the influence of ‘son-in-law’ (*gemaros, 
or *gemaros?, see 20.3. above) both in the first vowel and in the suffix. 

The Greek form *yaAoFos clearly shows influence of the old terms 
*xnatpaFoc, *ynatpaFt (see 11.3.3. and 11.4. above); the ending -os was 
no doubt favoured by the nearness of vudc. 

25.5. The original form of ‘husband's sister’ thus seems to have been 
*galis, transferred from the marten; in the several languages it under- 
went different modifications due to correlative kinship terms. 


360 A large number of such instances is adduced by Schrader-Nehring 1929: 655 f.; 
many of the current assumptions are challenged by H. Meier, ‘Flink wie ein Wiesel’, in: 
Lebende Antike—Symposion fir R. Siihnel, 1967, 34-54. 

36! Cf, Barczi, Magyar széfejtd szétar, 1941, 127. 

962 Lat. glis could be a vpkis-type expansion *g/-i-s but it cannot be ruled out that it 
is somehow reshaped from a Greek yaAf (: > “gli, *glis). 
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26. HUSBAND'S BROTHER'S WIFE 


The Indo-Europeans had a well-established term for the HusBano's 

BrotHer’s Wire, or, in the plural, Wives of Brotners, also>*?. The 
forms of the several languages are: Ind. ydtar->°*, Iran. ya@@r- in 
Afghan yor, Arm. nér (gen. niri)°°5, Greek évatnp (Hom. civatepes 
with metrical lengthening), Lat. ianitricés (transformed after genitricés 
from inherited “*ianiter®°°), OLithu. jenté (gen. jenters), Curonian 
jentere, Latv. ietere, Slavic yetry (transformed after svekry) in Russ. 
jatry, etc. 
26.1. On the strength of this evidence, already in the early nineties of 
the last century an ablauting paradigm nom. “yenatér, acc. *yenatérnt, 
gen. *yftros was reconstructed by Schulze, and this reconstruction has 
been accepted by many scholars since*°’. But the ultimate source of 
the formation is still unknown. Nevertheless, one observation seems 
of some interest. The structure of *yenatér is matched by only one 
other kinship term, “*dhugatér. This seems to suggest that possibly in 
*yena-, t00, we have a primitive vocative, later expanded with the 
characteristic -ter-. Semantically, it is interesting that the husband's 
brother’s wife is kept distinct from the husband's sister, the exogamous 
woman from the clan member. 


27. WIFE'S SISTER'S HUSBAND 


Although terms for the wife’s kinsmen are hardly, if at all, attested 
in Indo-European, there seems to be a clear term for brothers-in-law 
whose wives are sisters, in the singular ‘the wife’s sister's husband’. 


3°) For the terms see Buck 1949: 126; Pokorny 1959: S05 f.; Mayrhofer III 15 f. 

5¢* This term, so far known from grammarians and lexicographers only, has now 
been identificd in the Paippaladasamhita of the Atharvaveda (XIX 19, 11) by I. Eichner 
in her excellent paper (1976 : 25-28). 

3©3 On this phonetically and morphologically not very easy term see Hiibschmann, 
Armen. Gram. I, 1897, 478; Pokorny 1959: $05; Winter 1965: 114; Pisani, Sprache 12, 
1966, 229; Hamp, REArm N.S. 3, 1966, 11-12; Greppin, ibid. 9, 1973, 77 (= Pisani!). 
—The form tavatepa, usually quoted as a Phrygian cognate, is in fact (see Chantraine 
1970 : 323) a carelessly written Greek form (i.e. ta for at = e7). 

36 The Latin vocalism is not due to a weakened vowel of the first syllable (Chan- 
traine 1970: 323; Beekes, KZ 86, 1972, 61) but reflects the assimilation of inherited 
*yena- to *yana- which then was regularly weakened to iani-tr-. 

3©7 See Schulze, Quaestiones epicae, 1892, 158; Kurylowicz 1956: 210, 247; 1968: 
33; Benveniste 1969 : 251; Szemerényi 1970: 86; Beekes, KZ 86, 1972, 34. 
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For Greek, Hesychius presents the gloss GéA1o1, while Pollux offers 
cidioves with the same meaning. The latter could be a metrically 
lengthened form of correct *éAiovec (cf. civatepes for évatepes), and 
the form éA10- could also be meant by Hesychius’ variant atfAton, if ai 
reflects the late (2nd c. A.D.) pronunciation as e. A close correspon- 
dence seems to be found in ON svilar ‘brothers-in-law whose wives 
are sisters’. If this represents IE *swelo-, then Gk. €A1ov- could be 
from an enlarged IE *sweliyon-, and dedio- either from *sweliyo- or 
from a copulative *sin-sweli-yo-. The basic *swe- would be the reflexive. 
27.1. TE *swelo- and *sweliyo(n)- are the forms not only of earlier 
works dealing with this topic but also of the most recent publica- 
tions°°®, Yet an important improvement was made over fifteen years 
ago: Warren Cowgill pointed out that the i-umlaut in ON svilar 
demanded a proto-form “*sweliyo- (with -iyo- against Sievers’ law), not 
*swelo-. Thus for Indo-European only a form *sweliyo(n)- need be 
acknowledged >°?, 

27.2. Asto the origin of this term, at first sight, derivation from *swe-, 
even if its meaning still was ‘belonging to the joint family’, and not 
‘own’, seems to be much too vague to describe relatives linked through 
sisters. 

For this reason one might wish to find some way of connecting 
this term with “swesor-. An absolutely certain case of this kind can 
be seen in OSwed. swiri ‘son of mother’s sister’, OS swiri, OE (ge)swiria 
‘sister's son, nephew’, which manifestly derive from the word for 
‘sister’, But it 1s quite impossible to assume that these words were 
formed “‘before the insertion of f° in the group sr*7°; nor do they 
derive from the “‘first part’’ of *swesor->7"; rather shall we assume 
that they were formed on the whole word, that they represent *swese- 
riyo- (cf. Lithu.dial. seserénas ‘sister’s son’) which became *swiziriya-, 
*swi(ri)riya-°>7?. 

Here the reduction of “sweser- to *swir- is quite legitimate, and 
therefore the derivation—as far as I know not proposed before—cannot 
be doubted. But in a derivative *sweliyo-, no explanation can be 


368 See, e.g. Pokorny 1959 : 1046; Frisk 1 24; Chantraine 1968 : 24. 

369 Cowgill, Lg. 36, 1960, 497 fn. 36. Cf. also Noreen, Altnordische Grammatik I, 
51970, § 371 (even when the root-syllable is light) and note 3. 

379 So Pokorny 1959: 1051, without any explanation as to how a form °swesr- could 
yield the historical forms. 

37! Cf. Falk-Torp, Norwegisch-Danisches etym. Wb. II (repr. 1960), 1236. 

372 For the umlaut, type IE *bhereti > OS birid, OE birid, ON birip, see A.L. 
Lioyd, Modern Language Notes 76, 1961, 850. 
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offered for the disappearance of *(swe)s(e)r: a *sweser-el-iyo- could 
not have lost its middle part -eser-, especially as such a loss would 
have had to occur both in Germanic and in Greek, in very different 
phonological systems. 
27.3. Thrown back upon a basic form *sweliyo-, we must ask there- 
fore whether the relationship of brothers-in-law was conceived of as 
being via their wives. In other words, the underlying *swelo-, or *swelad 
(!), could be a derivative of *si- ‘wife’, already identified in *s(u)nu- 
si-s ‘the son’s wife’ (see 19. with fn. 257 above). 
27.4. If this *si- also served as the basis of a derivative *su-ro-, 
*su-ro- (“connected with the wife’’?), then a vrddhied derivative *seuro-, 
*seuriyo-, describing men connected via the wife, may have been the 
source of OCS Surs, Surins, Russ. Surin ‘brother of wife, brother-in-law’. 
27.5. Ind. syala- ‘wife’s brother’ is traditionally connected with Slavic 
Sur- on the basis of IE *syé(u)ro-: *sya-ur-(yo-)?73. If, however, the 
interpretation just given is correct, this can no longer be accepted. 
Since Ind. sydéna- ‘pleasant, agreeable, comfortable’ is syncopated 
from *su-yéna- ‘having a good seat, place’>’*, we may ask whether 
syala- does not represent the vgddhied derivative of *si-y-eld, later 
*suyela, i.e. IE *s(u)yélo-, or Ind. *s(u)ydala-. This presupposes, of 
course, that in Indo-European, as in most (all?) living languages, both 
w and y could function as hiatus-fillers, y being preferred in the 
neighbourhood of a palatal vowel. 
27.6. In spite of these attractive possibilities, we must acknowledge 
that a derivation of *sweliyo- from *swo- ‘own’ cannot be ruled out 
altogether. This is clearly shown by such derivatives of *swo- as 
Serbo-Croatian and Russian svojak ‘wife’s sister’s husband’ or Lithu. 
svainis *id.’, 
27.7. We-can therefore conclude that the form of the word is estab- 
lished as *sweliyo- but its etymon is still not clear. 
27.8. Finally, we must ask what exactly the meaning ‘wife’s sister’s 
husband’, or, in the plural, simply ‘husbands of sisters’ implies. 

If the husbands are brothers, then the term merely singles out two 
or more persons of the same age-group who are characterized by the 
kinship of their wives. In view of the broader meaning in Indo- 


373 See Pokorny 1959: 915, and with a slight modification Schindler, Sprache 15, 
1969, 165; Mayrhofer LI 551. 
374 See Mayrhofer III 552. 
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European of the term ‘brother’ (see above 5.3.), the term “sweliyo- 
might even refer to nephews, i.e. sons of brothers*75. 

In either case, the term denotes persons belonging to the joint 
family, and as such is of no special interest. If, however, it denoted 
men who were themselves not linked by kinship-ties, and therefore 
were members of different joint families, then the term assumes impor- 
tance in a wider context, i.e. whether there were terms for relations 
outside the man’s family. 


IW. GROUPS 


In the IE languages there are several expressions for such broader 
concepts as ‘house’, ‘clan’, ‘people’. It is of obvious interest to elucidate 
them in a treatise on IE kinship terminology. But of equal interest 
are the terms used for the members of the community, the “free 
men”. Innovations, which are particularly frequent in this field, have 
to be ignored. 


28. HOUSE 


For House as ‘dwelling place’, the IE languages present a noun 
*domos or the u-stem *domus, which Is attested by Ved. dama-, Gk. 
d6p0c, Lat. domus, Slavic domsa, and no doubt also by Lithu. namai; 
an enlarged form can be seen in Avest. damdana-, nmana-. An earlier 
root-noun nom. *dém (from *dom-s*7°, cf. Arm. tun), gen. *dom-s, 
appears in the juxtaposition *doms *potis ‘master of the house’, attested 
by Mycenaean dopota = d0(p)onotG-, historical Gk. (dissimilated) 
dseandtyc, Avest. dang paiti-, Ind. dampati-, and the corresponding 
feminine forms?”’. 


375 Schrader-Nehring 1929 : 374; Hermann 1918 : 221-222; Gates 1971: 26. 

376 For the lengthened-grade nominative see Szemerényi 1970: 109. 

377 On these formations see Szemerényi 1964: 377', and 410 ad 377. For a slightly 
different view see Schindler, KZ 81, 1968, 303; BSL 67, 1972, 32.—The nominative 
*dom may have developed into Gk. 5& (reinterpreted as a neuter), possibly the source 
of the well-known phrascs fpétepov 50, etc., as first suggested by J. Schmidt, Plural- 
bildungen 222, and lately revived by Georgiev, Klio 38, 1960, 69; Benveniste 1969 : 296; 
Durante, SMEA 11, 1970, 51 f.; this view now finds further support in Mycenaean 
(Thebes) do-de, see T.G. Spyropoulos & J. Chadwick, The Thebes Tablets II, 1975, 
88 f. Cf. now Lejeune, SMEA 17, 1976, 79-84; Szemerényi, SMEA 1978. 
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28.1. It seems quite clear that these nouns are derived from the 
verb *dem- ‘to build’ seen in Gk. 5é@; Khotanese padim- ‘make’ 
(from *pati-damaya-), Khwarezmi "nd’my- ‘make firm’?’®; Hierog!. 
Hitt. tama- ‘build’>’?; Goth. timrjan, Germ. zimmern. To be sure, 
this traditional doctrine has been called in question by Benveniste, 
according to whom *dom- is not an architectural term, but a word 
denoting a social unit : it would be “‘la fraction sociale la plus étroite, 
en relation avec le personnage qui y exerce son autorité”>*°, But I 
think I have shown that this view is disproved by the facts, especially 
the facts of Greek and Latin >*!, 


29. CLAN 


A term for a major social group is presented by Ind. vi§- ‘settlement, 
house, clan, tribe’, Iran. vis- ‘mansion, castle, manour-house; settle- 
ment, village’, OPers. vi@- ‘royal court, residence’; Slavic vase ‘village’. 
A variant o-stem, IE *woiko- appears in Gk. olxocg ‘house’>®? and 
Lat. vicus ‘group of houses, village’, while Gothic weths ‘village’ seems 
to derive from an IE -s-stem *weikos, gen. *weikes-os. 

If we recall that the earliest term that can be reconstructed for the 
IE ‘joint family’ is *si- (see 6.12.f.), then it follows that *wik- is 
either a later replacement>** or else a coexistent, complementary term 
which denoted a major group than the *s#-, 1.e. a settlement of several 
joint families, almost, if not in fact, a village. 

29.1, The origin of this term 1s still disputed. The problem arises 


378 See Gershevitch, Asia Maior 2, 1951, 136; Bailey, JRAS 1953, 96-97; Emmerick, 
Saka grammatical studies, 1968, 69; MacKenzie, BSOAS 34, 1971, 533. 

379 See, after Meriggi, Hawkins, RHA 29, 1973, 116-131. 

380 Benveniste, BSL 51, 1956, 15 f.; and 1969 : 293 f. 

38! Cf. Szemerényi, JHS 92, 1972, 215-217, esp. 216 B.—For a possibly much 
older expression for ‘house’ scc below 31.2. 

382 It is generally assumed that Greek does not possess the nil-grade form *wik-, 
except perhaps in the rather doubtful tpiyaixes ‘(the Dorians, divided in) three tribes’, 
but this interpretation (still repeated by, ¢.g., Benveniste 1969: 310) is, as Frisk rightly 
says (IJ 361), impossible since the form would have to be *tpt-Fix-es. On the other 
hand, I should suggest that a trace of *wik- is to be found in Homer’s enigmatic (nnxdéta. 
This word occurs 37 times, and is only five times not applied to Nestor, but even in 
these five cases it refers to old men, i.e. Peleus, Phyleus, Oineus, Tydeus. A derivative of 
‘horse’ seems therefore out of place, while a *wik-pori-, Gk. (F)imnota, would be an 
admirable fit. 

383 This would be compatible with Hermann’s view (1937: 43, erroneously cited as 
1943: 43 by Walde-Hofmann II 783) that *woikos was the “Gebaudekomplex der 
GroBfamilie” in contrast to *dom- “*Einzelhaus”. 
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from the fact that there does not seem to be any clear point at which 
the term could be anchored in the IE vocabulary. 

It is certainly impossible to attach this group to an IE root *weik- 
‘biegen’ on the assumption that this could have led to a noun meaning 
‘geflochtener Zaun um eine Hausergruppe’?°*. 

29.2. Much more interesting is the fact that in Aryan there is a verb 
which obviously closely belongs with our group, i.e. Ind. visati ‘comes, 
arrives, enters, settles down’, Avest. paiti-visaiti ‘sich einstellen bei, 
besuchen’, MPers.Turf. wys’y ‘enter, come’*®*, Sogd. *nwysn- ‘make 
enter, initiate’ >®°, Yayndbi vis- ‘to go’>87. Oddly enough, it is widely 
assumed that this verb is a denominative from *wik-, i.e. its original 
meaning would have been ‘to come into, enter, a house’*8°, As far as 
I can see, the only dissentient voice in recent times has come from 
K. Hoffmann who has insisted that *wik- was not ‘house’ in the sense 
of a ‘dwelling’, so that a verbal ‘come into the house’ could be ruled 
out on this ground alone**®®. I do not think that this argument is 
quite convincing seeing that “*wik- does denote a house or a group 
of houses. Much more important is to my mind the fact that a 
derivative from ‘house’ cannot possibly yield a verb ‘enter a house’. 
Where there are such derivatives, their meaning is quite different: 
Engl. to house means ‘store goods, put up a person in a house; 
provide a house for’; Germ. hausen means ‘to dwell’ but not ‘enter a 
house’, and hausieren (imitated by Hungarian Adzalni) means ‘to hawk 
something from house to house, at each house in a street’. 

29.3. It seems therefore quite clear that the relation must be reversed : 
not *wiketi is a derivative of *wik- but *wik- a derivative of *weik-. 
This means that the noun implies something like the German Einkehr 
‘das Einkehren, kurze Rast im Gasthaus; das Gasthaus selbst, Her- 
berge’ from the verb einkehren ‘turn in, enter; put up at, stop at’, that 
is at first described a ‘settlement, Niederlassung’, or, alternatively, 
like Engl. gang ‘group of workmen, criminals (: gang-sters!), etc.’, 


38¢ This is quoted, naturelly with a question-mark, as a “Wurzelanalyse” by Walde- 
Hofmann I] 783. 

385 See Henning, BSOAS 10, 1942, 951°; Hb. Or. 1037. 

386 Henning ap. Gershevitch, GMS § 547. 

>87 See W. Geiger, Grundriss der iran. Philologie I 2, 1901, 335; Bartholomae 
1904: 1328; Salemann-Gauthiot-Benveniste, JA 243, 1955, 150. Or is this rather from 
*awa-isa-? Cf. Andrejev & PeStereva, Jagnobskije teksty, Moscow 1957, 352 s.v. wes-. 

°°" Cf. (after Hirt) Walde-Hofmann II 783; Chantraine 1974: 782; and perhaps 
most explicitly Frisk I] 361 : ‘ins Haus kommen, im Hause als Gast sein’. 

'* Hoffmann ap. Mayrhofer III 224. 
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from the obsolete verb gang ‘to go’ (surviving in Scotch, but cf. also 
German Gang etc.), denoted a group of people, marching or wandering 
in a body. 

29.4. A decision is perhaps made possible by a closer definition of 
the etymology of the verb. It is usually said that it is confined to 
Aryan°?°, but this is erroneous. I do not mean to insist on Sonne’s 
connection with Gk. éouka (from *we-woik-a) ‘resemble’ on the assump- 
tion that the meaning of the latter developed from ‘bin eingetreten’ >?! 
but Greek does offer a clear cognate in Feixw. 

This verb is found from Homer on with the meanings ‘give way, 
retire, withdraw’; its form is shown to have been weiké not only by 
Alcman’s EerEe ‘yielded, gave up (her place), withdrew’ but especially 
by Hesychius’ yiEa.:ywpijoat, which stands for F(E)IZAI. On the 
strength of form (w-) and meaning it is usually assumed that close 
cognates are found in Ind. vijate ‘flees, retires’; OE wican, OHG 
wihhan ‘weichen’, although these verbs point to *weig-, not to *weik-39?. 
This discrepancy can, however, be explained either as reflecting an old 
athematic inflection (Chantraine), or as caused by certain endings with 
consonantal initial (Frisk). 

As to the semantics, it must first be noted that, whereas the Germa- 
nic verb is indeed confined to the meaning ‘give way, withdraw’, Ind. 
vij- has the much wider spectrum ‘wogt, hebt sich empor (Woge), 
bewegt sich schnell, flieht’, and in view of the fact that Iranian only 
has ‘rapid motion’, Mayrhofer is obviously right in positing for Aryan 
the meaning ‘heftig bewegen’>?°. 

If, then, Feixw is to be associated with Ind. vij-, Gmc. wik-, we 
have to start from a basic meaning ‘to move’, which developed the 
secondary meaning ‘recede, withdraw’, perhaps as a contextual variant 
or in various syntagms with appropriate adverbs. A good parallel is 
provided by Lat. cédd which onginally, as is shown by the Plautine 
usage, simply meant ‘stride, go’, and developed the sense ‘recede, give 
way’ in such compounds as abs-, dé-, re-, and especially con-céd6 *%*. 

The comparison of Feixw with Ind. viJ- and Gmc. wik- involves a 
root-final alternation -k-/g- in the IE verb. The comparison of Feixkw 


399 Cf., e.g., Mayrhofer {Il 224. 

39! Sonne, KZ 15, 1866, 91, cf. Maychofer, Lc. 

992 Cf. Frisk 1 454; Chantraine 1970: 318. 

393 Mayrhofer IIT 204-205. Note, however, that, according to Henning (BSOAS 11, 
1946, 117), Avest. vdiynd is not ‘inundation’ but ‘famine’. 

394 See WH I 194. 
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with Ind. visati, Avest. vis- entails no such alternation, only the 
assumption that the root-final guttural was the palatal -k-. It seems 
therefore that the primary comparison should apply to Feixw and vis-; 
further comparison with vij- and Gmc. wik- ts not thereby ruled out 
but is more remote, as is the connection with go.xa°?*. For the 
meaning ‘go’ in Aryan vis- note in particular Yaynobi vis-, if it is 
rightly compared, see fn. 387. 

29.5. If thus the basis of *wik- ‘clan’ was a verb *weik- ‘go, march’, 
then it is clear that the ‘clan’ was originally described as the ‘march, 
gang’. In contrast to *dom- which originally referred to the house as a 
building, *wik- was originally a group of humans on the move: it was 
only later that this term was also applied to the settlement of the clan. 
On this point we are in full agreement with Benveniste who, without 
the decisive arguments, perceived that “‘le nom de lunité sociale a 
été transféré a habitat matériel qui délimite cette unité” (1969 : 308). 
29.6. Another term for a major social unit is usually seen in OWelsh 
treb ‘house, village’, Olrish treb ‘dwelling’ (also in OlIrisch atrebaim 
‘I dwell’); Oscan triibum ‘house’, Lat. trab(é)s ‘beam, rafter’; Lithu. 
troba ‘house’, Latv. traba ‘house, hut’; OE porp, OHG dorf ‘village’, 
Goth. paurp ‘field’; from a basic *terab-no- also Gk. tépapvov, -pe- 
‘house’. 

But both form and meaning cause serious difficulties. Pedersen 
assumed an ablaut-variation ré: rd: 7°°° but today this is no longer 
acceptable. Pokorny (1959 : 1090) posits *treb-, *trdb-, *tr.b- (or *trab-), 
*irb- ‘Balkenbau, Gebaude, Wohnung’, but IE *trdb- should have 
given Lithu. *truoba, and troba should derive from IE *trab-3°’; 
further, if ON prep ‘Lattenboden’ really belongs with this group, it 
demands IE *treb- which is again hard to reconcile with the other 
forms. 

The semantic aspect of the comparisons is also perplexing. If the 
basic meaning was ‘Balkenbau’—surely only assumed because of the 
Latin trabs—then it must have been a long way to ‘house’, and in- 


395 In recent times this has been maintained by, e.g., Seebold, Sprache 19, 1973, 158, 
176. The comparison of Feixa with vis- was suggested by myself at Gnomon 43, 1971, 
666.—These views are of course at variance with Pokorny’s derivation (1959: 1130) of 
Feixw from *weik- ‘biegen’. 

396 Pedersen, Vgi. Gram. der keltischen Sprachen I, 1908, 132. Incidentally, Peder- 
sen omits Lat. trabs. 

397 See Stang, Vel. Gram. der baltischen Sprachen, 1966, 47; Kurylowicz 1968 : 296. 
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conceivably long to ‘village’*9°. More precisely, on the strength of 
meaning we must distinguish two main groups : 

(J) ‘dwelling’ in tépapvov, triibum, troba; 

(2) ‘group of people’ in Gmc. *purpa-. 

The latter requires some clarification. 

ON porp means ‘hamlet, village’ but the derivatives byrpast ‘to crowd, 
throng’, byrping ‘a crowd, throng’ show that the original meaning was 
‘a crowd, throng’. There can be no doubt that the word belongs with 
Latin turba ‘crowd’*°°; they reflect IE *tyba and *trbo-. But the same 
basic form(s) must be the source of Celtic treb from *triba- or *tribo-*°°, 
The ultimate source will be IE *twrbo-/-d-, an enlargement of *twer- 
‘hurry, hasten’ seen in Ind. tvarate ‘hurries’, etc. The development 
from ‘hurrying’, ‘scurrying’ to ‘crowd, hamlet’ is parallel to that seen 
in *wik- from ‘going, march, gang’ to ‘clan’. The words, on the other 
hand, which denote the ‘rafter’ and ‘house’ are to be set aside. 


30. PEOPLE 


The terms for major units discussed so far, that is *dom- on the one 
hand, and ("su-?), *wik-, *trbo-/trba on the other, probably correspond 
with the ‘single house’, abode of the constituent primary families, on 
the one hand, and the *house-complex’, the whole set of houses accom- 
modating all the families embraced by the joint family, on the other. 
If this is true, the terms in question sufficed to describe the basic 
units of IE society which corresponded to the South Slavic zadruga 
(see 6.2.), Thus the question arises whether still larger units were 
known and had names in IE society. 

30.1. As is known, Old Iranian society showed a hierarchic structure 
of four strata which were characterized by the terms (a) dam-, damana- 
‘house, family’, (6) vis- ‘clan’, (c) zantu- ‘tribe’, (d) dahyu- ‘land’. It 


398 For a recent attempt to reduce all meanings to a basic ‘roden’ (‘to clear land’) 
see Knobloch, ZfPhonctik 17, 1964, 52. For Gmc. *Surpa- W. Focrste has assumed 
(see BZN 2, 1967, 214) a basic meaning ‘Vichpferch’ which developed into ‘Vorwerk, 
Aussenhof, Ausbauhof, Einzelhof, and then into ‘Siediung, Dorf’. 

599 This view was first advanced by Meringer, IF 18, 1905-06, 218, and has recently 
been adopted by Molinari, Memorie dell’ Istituto Lombardo 28, 1965, 350. 

400 If Gaulish Arrebates is to be added, then its -freb- represents -trib-, just as 
vergobretus has -bre- for -bri-, see Lewis-Pedersen, CCCG 4. Cf. also Guyonvarc’h, 
Ogam 106 (= Celticum XV), 1967, 389-400: Tovar, Etudes Celtiques X1/2, 1967, 246 f. 
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has been suggested that the nomenclature derives from the Indo- 
European past, that it is an IE heritage *°’. 

This view cannot be accepted. The third and fourth terms have 
no true correspondents even in Indian. The words exist, to be sure, 
but Ind. jantu- means ‘creature, man, person’, and dasyu- is ‘demon, 
enemy of the gods, barbarian, impious man’*°?; they are not constitu- 
tive elements of the social structure. Moreover, dasyu- has no corre- 
spondent outside Aryan *°2—even if Gk. 500A0¢, Mycen. do-e-ro ‘slave’ 
should be from *doselos, nothing would be gained, let alone proved 
about an IE fourth class—and jantu- can only superficially be compared 
to such Western terms as Lat. gens ‘family, clan, nation’ (: *genti-), 
ON kind f. ‘being, race, descendant’, Gothic kindins ‘governor’ (both 
from kindi-) since they are independent formations produced with the 
productive abstract suffixes -ti- and -tu-. 

30.2. Nevertheless, Indo-European did possess a term for what must 
have been the equivalent of ‘tribe’, or even ‘people, nation’. It ts 
particularly well represented in the West and North of Europe where 
we find*°*: Gaulish Teuto-, Touto- in names; Olrish tuath ‘tribe, 
people, country’, Welsh tud ‘people, country’; Oscan touto ‘ciuitas’, 
Umbr. tota-m; Goth. piuda, OE péod, OHG diot(a) (from it the 
adj. OE péodisc, OHG diutisc, modern deutsch ‘belonging to the 
people’), Goth. piudans ‘king’*°*; Lithu. tautd, Latv. tauta ‘people, 
country’, OPruss. tauto ‘country’; no doubt also (as loanwords) Russ. 
éuzoj ‘alien’, OCS Studs, etc. These data point to an IE *teuta f., 
from which various derivatives were formed such as “feutonos, *teu- 
liskos, *teut(i}yos. 

30.2.1. But this list is incomplete. First of all, as I have shown 
(1962: 195-198), Latin also inherited the noun *teuid: in such early 
collocations as the asyndetic arx tdta or the appositional Réma tdta, 


40! See, e.g., Benveniste 1969 : 295. 

402 See Mayrhofer s.vv. 

*°3 For Aryan dasyu- see Bailey 1959: 107-J14, esp. 110 f.; Benveniste 1969: 318 
(: the Iranian word is “un dérivé désignant une collectivité d’hommes, la plus étendue 
dans Jordre tribal, et de 1a sur l’aire territoriale’); Gershevitch, Studia Pagliaro 2, 1969, 
180: Aryan dasyu- masc. ‘foe’, fem. ‘fief, ‘domain, province’. 

40¢ For the material see Pokorny 1959: 1084 f., and now especially Bonfante, Studi 
G. Grosso IV, 1971, 468-469. 

“95 Since this word has recently been repeatedly interpreted as, e.g., ‘he in whom the 
piuda is realized* (Watkins, in: Ancient IE dialects, 1966, 45), it will be important to 
bear in mind that the corresponding Gaulish word teutanos is simply the ‘membre de la 
teut@’, more or less equivalent to feutios ‘civis’, cf. Toutanorix and Toutiorix; see 
Leujeune, Monuments Piot 56, 1969, 68. 
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the word tdé/a came to be interpreted as an adjective and gave rise to 
t6tus; the vowel 6 reveals that t6ta was a dialectal development (cp. 
robigo) from *toutd, IE *teuta*°®. 

30.2.2. Even so, the word seems to be confined to the West and 
North of Europe, to the exclusion of large tracts of JE territory. A 
particularly keenly felt gap is the absence of the word from Greek and 
Aryan, which often leads to the conclusion that the word is a North- 
West IE term or, in Krahe’s view, a Palaeo-European term. 

For that reason it is important to point out that the word is attested 
in many names in Southern Europe, including Greece; cp. Illyrian 
Teut-meitis, Tevta, Teutana*°’, Thracian TYauto-medes*°®, Maced. 
Tedtayoc, Homeric Tevtapidns (Il. 2, 843), Elean TevtiandAoc. 

30.2.3. Just as important is the observation that the word exists in 
Iranian also. Morgenstierne pointed out as far back as 1942 that 
NPers. ‘dda ‘heap, stack, hillock’ and BS. twd’k ‘mass, aggregate’ 
reflected an IE “teuto-/*teutad “retaining the concrete and probably 
original meaning of the well-known IE word denoting ‘(collection of) 
people’, Goth. piuda etc.” *°%, In 1955 the Christian Sogdian equivalent 
of BS. twd’k was identified by Benveniste in the phrase twdy qty 
‘(the water flowing downhill) was made into a mass, a wall’ (French 
‘s’amoncela’)*!°, and in 1962 I pulled these separate strings together 
and stressed again (1962: 195 with fn. 107) that the Iranian forms 
attested the IE term for Aryan also*'’. It has been objected since that 
the Iranian forms did not present a sociologically significant meaning 
so that *teutd ‘people’ must still be regarded as a Western JE term*!?, 
But this objection had been met in advance by Morgenstierne (l.c.) 
when he pointed out that the Iranian forms reflected the original 


406 Benveniste (1969 : 366) thinks that this explanation encounters two difficulties : 
(1) dialectal development of ou to 6, not #; (2) the fem. *teutd is thought to have given 
rise to an adj. “seutos and to have disappeared while where °seuld remained in use, it 
did not produce a derivative expressing totality. The phonetic difficulty disappears if we 
remember that Rome quite early absorbed a considerable dialectal influx. The other 
point is meaningless: the formal and semantic reinterpretation of the noun is tanta- 
mount to the disappearance of the noun. A similar adjectivization (but with retention of 
the noun) is seen in Slavic vase ‘all’, while in Aryan vifva- we find a blend of the noun 
vis- with the adjective sarva-. Cp. Szemerényi 1962: 196 fn. 109. 

“07 Cf. A. Mayer, Die Sprache der alten Illyrier 1, 1957, 335 f.; H, 1959, 115. 

408 See Detschew, Die thrakischen Sprachreste, 1957, 495. 

“09 Morgenstierne, NTS 12, 1942, 266. 

“10 Benveniste, Journal Asiatique 243, 1955, 329. 

“1? For the representation of IE ¢ by Iran. d in all three varieties of Sogdian see 
Gershevitch, GMS § 269, pp. 42-43. 

“12 See Watkins, in: Ancient IE dialects, 1966, 46 fn. 39. 
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meaning ‘(collection of) people’. One only needs to add here that it is 
precisely in Iranian that the original IE triad (*dom-, *wik-, *teutd) 
was replaced by the more detailed foursome dam-, vis-, zantu-, dahyu-. 
And it is in any case meaningless to try to confine teutd to the NW of 
Indoeuropia when it is indisputably attested in the Balkans and, as 
we shall see presently, in Asia Minor also. 
30.2.4. The Hittite noun tuzzi- was defined as ‘army, camp’ quite 
early in the course of Hittite studies*!*. The essential elements of the 
paradigm are also well known now*!* ; 
sg. nom. tuzzis, rare and late tuzziyas 
acc. tuzzin 
gen. tuzziyas 
dat. tuzzi, tuzziya 
pl. nom. tuzzius 
acc, tuzzius. 
30.2.4.1, It was also recognized fairly early that this Hittite noun 
must be connected with the widespread European term *teutd ‘people’. 
But there was no unanimity concerning the primitive form underlying 
the Hittite word. 

Some assumed—and this view still has followers—that in Hittite 
the basic noun *feutd was replaced by a derivative *teutiyo-*'5, Others, 
guided by the forms of the nom. and acc.sg., preferred a basic form 
*teu-ti-*'®, or even *t(e)ut-ti-**’. 
30.2.4.2, This explanation, at first sight so obvious, was severely 
criticized and rejected by Benveniste *'®. He objected that (1) IE *teurd 
is “un nom de la totalité sociale, non celui d’une classe ou d’une 
fraction”; (2) tuzzi-, from *tuti-, does not present the diphthong eu 
but does present an unaccountable abstract suffix -ti- ; (3) the original 


*}3 Cf. Sommer, Boghazkéi-Studien 10, 1924, 11; Sturtevant, Lg. 4, 1928, 229. 

*'* See Sturtevant, Hittite glossary, 71936, 166; J. Friedrich, Heth.Wb. 232; Kam- 
menhuber, Hippologia Hethitica, 1961, 32 fn. 128; Hb.Or. II/2, 1969, 195; Neu, IF 76, 
1972, 67. It is unimportant in the present context that there exist such derivatives as 
tuzziyant- ‘army’, tuzziyas ‘encamp’, 

“!5 Note especially Pedersen, Hittitisch, 1938, 35, 170; Borgstrém, NTS 20, 1965, 
365; H. Eichner ap. K. Hoffmann, K2 82, 1968, 215 fn. 11, accepted by Kammenhuber, 
MSS 24, 1968, 85; Kronasser, WZKM 62, 1969, 313; Bonfante, Studi G. Grosso IV, 
1971, 469 fn. 

“16 See Sturtevant-Hahn 1951 : 76; Kronasser 1956: 111; 1966: 204; Kammenhuber, 
KZ 76, 1960, 4 fn.; Hb.Or. 1267, 

“17 Kronasser 1956: 44, L11; Jensen, Acta Or. 26, 1961, 135, 141; Pokorny 1959: 
1085. 

*18 Benveniste 1962: 122-124, and more recently 1969 : 366. 
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meaning of the Hittite word is ‘camp’, not ‘army’, and the Jatter cannot 
be the source of the former. Benveniste concluded that the word 
could not be of IE origin. 

These arguments are, however, unable to bear the brunt of Ben- 
veniste’s thesis. (1) is without any weight if we remember that people 
and army are identical in early IE societies; cf. OPers. kara, Lat. popu- 
lus, and last not least Germanic fulka- (Germ. Volk, Engl. folk) as 
compared with Slavic palks in, e.g., Russ. polk ‘Regiment, Heer, 
Heeresmacht, Heereszug, Lager’*'®. (2) It is well-known that the IE 
short diphthongs have all been monophthongized in Hittite*?®, and 
there is no reason to assume that *seu-ti- is the only possible segmen- 
tation. (3) It is enough to point to the range of meanings given above 
for Russ. polk where the original meaning is known to have been 
‘army’ 422, 
30.2.4.3. In spite of the untenability of the arguments, Benveniste’s 
view has been accepted and even further developed by some Hittite 
scholars. Starting from the unproven assumption that the original 
meaning of tuzzi- was ‘camp’, Carruba suggested that it was derived 
with the suffix -uzzi- from the verb dai- ‘place’, or rather its by-form 
in Luw. duwa-, HH tuwa-, Lycian tuwe-*??. 

Although this view has gained the whole-hearted support of at least 
one other Hittitologist*?4, the fact is that it raises more difficulties 
than it solves. For the suffix -uzzi- forms nomina instrumenti, which 
are in their majority of the inanimate class, not, like tuzzis, of the 
animate class***. Moreover, the alleged verbal base appears in Hittite 
only in the variants dai-, tiya-, not, however, as f- (t-uzzi-?), nor as 
tuwa-; the latter is only found in the other Anatolian languages, not 
in Hittite*?>. 

419 J quote the meanings of the Russian word from Vasmer, Russ.etym.Wb. II 393. 
It is irrelevant here whether the Slavic word is borrowed from Germanic — as is most 
likely — or not. 

420 See, e.g., Pedersen, Hittitisch, 1938, 170; Sturtevant-Hahn 195] : 35, 39; Kronas- 
ser 1956: 44. 

42! Compare also the precise argumentation presented by Bonfante, fc. (fn. 415 
ee Das Beschworungsritual fiir die Géttin Wisuriyanza (Studien zu den 
Bogazkéy-Texten, Heft 2), 1966, 23 fn. (b); RFIC 97, 1969, 8'; Scritti G. Bonfante, 
eae Neu, Das hethitische Mediopassiv und seine idg. Grundlagen (Studien zu 
den Bogazkéy-Texten, Heft 6), 1968, 160; IF 72, 1968, 238; 76, 1972, 66-71. 

*2¢ Formation and gender have already been mentioned as obstacles by Eichner, 


KZ 82, 1968, 216 fn. 11. See also Mittelberger, Kratylos 12, 1969, 158. 
#25 This difficulty is not removed by Neu's assumption (IF 76, 1972, 70 fn. 21) that 
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For that reason even the suggestion that in the light of Luwian 
kwatina- ‘camp’—which may, but does not have to, derive from *twat- 
-na-—-Hitt. tuzzi- might be traced to (*twat-i- >) *tut-i- > tuzzi-4?® 
loses much of its attraction. The two forms could, of course, be 
combined on the assumption that they represented (Hitt.) *tuwa-ti- and 
expanded (Luwian) *tuwat(i)-na-*?’, a substantivized adjective, but 
we would still face the same difficulty, i.e. that Hittite does not have 
the stem tuwa-; moreover, we would still like to have some hard 
information on the onomasiological problem whether ‘camp’ has ever 
been given a designation on the basis of ‘placing, setting’. 

In these circumstances it will be best to keep the two Anatolian 
words apart. As already hinted above, Luwian kuwatna- need not be 
from *tuwatna-; in fact, a very suitable alternative can be offered if 
we connect it with Hitt. kut- ‘Wall, Mauer’, kutessar ‘Mauer, Befesti- 
gung’ “28; so Luw. kut-na- ~ Hitt. kut-? For Hittite, on the other 
hand, we can start from a basic meaning ‘force, army’, 
30.2.4.4._ If, then, there is no reason why Hitt. tuzzi- should be 
separated from IE *reuta, our real problem is how the forms can be 
reconciled. 

Although IE thematic formations in -tyo- have been postulated 
for the Hittite adjectives hantezzis ‘foremost, first’ (: *Hanti-tyo-), 
appizzis ‘last’ (: *opityo-?), etc., and the syncopation of -tyo- to -ti- 
cannot be denied for Later Hittite, it is less safe to assume the same 


f- might be a double nil-grade. Apart from zik- “legen, festsetzen, unternehmen’ there 
is no trace of such a nil-grade in this root, and zik- itself quite possibly represents 
"7ék-, IE *dhé-k-, an extension which parallels 6nx-, fec-, and especially Phrygian 
ad-dak-. It is, to be sure, gencrally assumed that only t- and d- were assibilated, but dh-, 
or rather Hitt. #h, not (see, e.g., Kronasser 1966: 53 f.). But such a differentiation is 
without any phonetic ratio; Greek shows, on the contrary, that ¢ and th can be assi- 
bilated, and d left intact, see Szemerényi 1964: 15; Gnomon 43, 1971, 668. 

426 See Laroche, BSL 62, 1968, 50, and note that according to Neu (IF 76, 1972, 
70 fn. 22) a further form is possibly attested in Hittite (?) “duwatna-. 

427 See Kronasser 1966: 18! f. 

428 See Kronasser 1966: 322.—One last “possibility” of rescuing the idea of a 
connection between IE *reutdé and Anatolian *tuwati- (posited above as the common 
source of Hitt. tuzzi- and pre-Luwian *tuwaina-) should not be passed over in silence. As 
is known, it has been assumed by several scholars that in a number of IE languages 
internal shwa was lost. Since the IE root of *teutd seems to have been (or to have had 
as an alternant) a sét-root *tewa-, instead of *teuta we could assume *tewald. In Anato- 
lian, IE a-gave a (see 4. above) so that *teward would have resulted in *fewat-, and per- 
haps at a later stage in *‘uwat-. This explanation could apply to Gme. piuda, Baltic 
tauta, Miran. tauda- but not, unfortunately, to Italic (Osc. touta-, etc.) and Celtic, 
and this means that the idea of connecting an Anatolian *tuwat- with the IE term 
must be abandoned definitively and unreservedly. 
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development for Early Hittite*?®. And yet, Old Hittite presents in the 
nom. and acc. tuzzi- as the norm. This effectively rules out */eutiyo- as 
a possible antecedent, and leaves *teuti- as the only alternative. ““Da 
aber ein solches *teuti-—says Neu (1972: 69)}—gegeniiber *feuta iso- 
liert stiinde, wird man gut daran tun, sich von dieser Etymologie um 
[?) *teuta ganz zu ldsen”. 

This seems to me a quite unfounded conclusion. In the IE system 
there were side by side nouns in -d (cf. *ekwa@: *ekwos ‘horse’) and -i 
(cf. deiwos ‘god’: *deiwi) or -is (cf. *w/k*os ‘wolf: *wik"is ‘she-wolf). 
The effect of this was that one type could easily be replaced by the 
other. There is therefore no difficulty in tracing tuzzis to an IE *teuti 
which was first a parallel formation to, and later ousted the inherited 
*seuta. An unexpected advantage of this explanation is that it accounts 
very simply for the peculiar Hittite inflexion. In the IE system the 
nouns in -i declined as follows *?° : 

nom. “*teuti 
acc. *feutim 
gen. *teutiyds 
dat. “teutiydi, 
etc. It will be seen at once that in Hittite this paradigm resulted in 
tuzzis 
{uzzin 
luzziyas 
tuzziya, 
that is the paradigm actually attested in the records. 

This explanation needs no more than the ascertained fact that in 
Indo-European equivalent formations in -@ and -i, -is existed side by 
side. It is not dependent on the question whether Hittite inherited a 
feminine gender or not. And since this is one of the problems of 
Hittite philology on which there is still no agreement, it might be as 
well to leave it at that. On the other hand, it might be useful to 
point out that, as I have tried to show elsewhere*>', there are quite 
a few traces in Anatolian of the expansive force of a (feminine?) 
formation in -i(s). I am not thinking of the adjectives placed in this 
context by Pedersen and others, 1.e. Hitt. parku- and parkwi- ‘clean’, 


429 Cf. Sturtevant-Hahn 1951: 76 with fn. 49; Kronasser 1956: 111, and 1966: 
168; Neu, IF 76, 1972, 68. 

43° See Szemerényi 1970: 175, and cf. Joffe, Lingua Posnaniensis 17, 1973, 9-19. 

43! Szemerényi 1969 : 991 f., 994. 
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tanku- and tankwi- ‘dark, black’, and perhaps, mekkis ‘large’ from 
*meghi*>?_.In such cases one might with equal plausibility uphold 
the view that -i- is an enlargement. But instances like Luwian tiyamis 
‘earth’ from the m-stem fiyam-, or the adjectives in -alli- which do 
not show this -i- in the neuter plural (-a//a) and so correspond to 
Hittite formations in -alfa-*>3, rather suggest that here we have to do 
with the differentiating (feminine) -i. 

30.2.5. The evidence accumulated so far shows that IE *teutd existed 
not only in Europe but also, with a slight modification of the ending 
and the inflexional class, in Anatolian, and, with what would appear 
to be a more primitive meaning, in Iranian. It is therefore time now 
to look at the semantics of this formation. 

There is general agreement that *teutda is formed from a verbal root 
*teu-/*tewa-, the meaning of which was ‘to swell’. Less clear is in what 
sense *teuta was used. According to some, the noun meant ‘Menge, 
Volk, Land’, ‘plénitude’***. But the alleged parallel invoked by Ben- 
veniste, i.e. OCS pleme ‘tribe’, Russ. plemja ‘tribe, people’, is not 
from *p/é- but from “pled-men-, closely connected with plods ‘fruit’*>>; 
an instructive link is presented by dial. Russ. ploda ‘offspring’, which 
shows that pleme is also to be understood as ‘offspring’, not as ‘pléni- 
tude’. But it has also been suggested that “teurd might be the nomina- 
lized form of *teutos ‘ganz’ (cf. 16tus) so that it meant ‘Ganzheit’*>°. 
If, however, totus is itself a secondary development from “teutd (see 
30.2.1. above), this interpretation cannot be right. 

It seems to me that for the basic verb only Indo-Iranian is helpful 
where we find a concrete meaning ‘to be strong, powerful; to be able’ 
in Ind. taviti, Avest. tav-, OPers. tavayatiy. This suggests that original- 
ly *teuta@ meant ‘strength, power’, from which ‘power’ in a concrete 
sense developed, i.e. ‘people’. A telling parallel is again (as in the case of 
Russ. plemja above) provided by OPers. taumda (from *tauxma) ‘race, 


#32 See Pedersen, Hittitisch 35 f.; Kronasser 1956: 112; 1966: 107, 248-249. 

“33 Cf. Szemerényi 1969 : 991, 994; Kronasser 1966: 215; Szemcrényi 1976 : § 1.1.-1.7. 

“54 See, e.g., Pokorny 1959: 1084; Devoto 1962: 319 (: “l'assemblea’’); Benveniste 
1969 : 366.—W. P. Schmid (BzN 11, 1960, 202) thought of “gens, natio’. 

“35 Cf. Vasmer, Russ.etym. Wb. I] 368-369, 373.—Trubatev (1959: 163) argues 
for *plt-men- (not *plé-!) but this is impossible from the point of view of IE root- 
structure : a root cannot end in a short vowel. 

*3© See Meid, KZ 79, 1966, 293. 
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family, offspring’, for its basis *teuk- is ultimately enlarged from the 
root *teu- in question *>’. 


31. FREE 


For the members of IE society, the Free MEn, three important 
terms are found in the IE languages. 
31.1, Complete agreement in meaning and a considerable degree of 
similarity in form would seem to characterize the relevant terms of 
the Classical languages, i.e. Greek éieb8epoc and Lat. liber. At first 
sight the formal similarity is not, perhaps, very impressive but it 
increases as we follow the Latin word backwards in its history. The 
form loebertatem, reported from Old Latin, shows that -i- derives from an 
earlier -oi-; Faliscan loifirta ‘liberta’, loifirtato ‘Libertatis’ not only 
confirm this but also show that Lat. -b- is not from an IE 6 but either 
a bh or dh; Paelignian nom.sg. Joufir ‘liber’ (or ‘Liber’?), Oscan 
IVVEIS LVVFREIS ‘Iovis Liberi’ reveal that -oi- is dissimilated from 
an earlier -ou-; finally, Venetic louderobos ‘liberis’ decides between 
bh and dh in favour of the latter. The whole development on the soil of 
Italy can then be summed up in the following sequence: */oudheros 
> * louferos > *loiferos > *loiberos > liber. Since ou may also 
derive from eu (on this below), the resulting form *leudheros shows 
almost complete identity with the Greek form *?8. 
31.1.1. It has long been realized that this */oudheros, or earlier 
*leudheros must be connected with a term for ‘people’ widely used in 
the northern languages of Europe, t.e. OE /léod, OHG liut ‘people’ 
(mod. Germ. Leute), Lithu. liaudis ‘people’, OCS Ijuds, liudsje ‘people’, 
all of which derive from an IE noun */eudho-. Of particular interest 
are Burgund. /eudis and ORuss. /judins ‘freeman’ : they suggest not only 
that a ‘free’ person was so denoted because he was a member of the 
community (or people, nation), but also that /iberi meant ‘children’ 
(also ‘sons’) because they were of lawful birth and as such were 
members of the people. 

Thus Italic */oudheros is a derivative of a noun “/leudho-, and this in 
turn is derived from a verb *leudh- ‘grow’ which is attested by Gothic 


437 See Pokorny 1959: 1085; Brandenstein-Mayrhofer, Handbuch des Altpersischen, 
1964, 145.—A different line of development seems to have led from IE *teuto- *power- 
ful’ to Gothic piup ‘good’. 

438 For these data see Walde-Hofmann I 791 f.; Vetter, Handbuch der italischen 
Dialckte J, 1953, s.vv. 
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liudan, OE léodan, OHG uphar-leodan, framerh-leotan on the one hand, 
and by Ind. rddhati, rohati, Avest. raod- on the other. The notion of 
‘growth’ thus led to ‘people, nation’, and a membership of this 
community to the notions of ‘free’ and ‘free-born = (legitimate) 
child’ *?9. 

31.1.2. It is usually assumed—as has already been intimated above— 
that Italic */oudheros represents an Italic development from IE *leu- 
dheros. This ts certainly necessary if we wish to maintain or create a 
direct equation between fiber and éAevO8epoc, so that we can see in 
them more than a simple innovation of Latin or Greek. And, given 
the formal and semantic closeness, we might indeed be induced to 
echo Benveniste’s words (1969 : 322): “‘La correspondance est immé- 
diate, les deux termes sont superposables, ils se raménent a une forme 
ancienne, *(e)leudheros, qui se retrouve dans une troisi¢éme langue, 
le vénéte’’. And if we wish to present the proto-form in laryngeal 
notation, the result will be *#H, /eudheros which in terms of Benveniste’s 
root-theory means that the verbal root leudh- ‘grow’ is in fact *H,/- 
-eu-dh-, the ultimate source being *H,el-, apparently a synonym of, 
but, as the laryngeals show, different from, the root *H,el- in Lat. ald, 
etc. 44°, 

It would seem, however, that the equation is not without difficulties 
on the Italic side, nor, for that matter, on the Greek side as we shall 
see further on. 

Concerning Venetic Loudera, a goddess appearing on a vessel from 
Cadore, Prosdocimi makes the important observation that it may have 
original -ou- since -eu- is preserved at Cadore, cf. teuta, heugo-**'. But 
in view of the fact that in adjacent Lagole only -eu- is found the 


“3° For this semantic reconstruction see Schrader IFAnz. 9, 1898, 172 f.; Schrader- 
Nehring 1929: 460 f.: Walde-Hofmann I 791, 793, but especially Benveniste, REL 14, 
1936, 51-58, and 1969: 321 f., esp. 323.—A more direct link with *leudh- ‘grow’ is 
envisaged by Ramat, AGI 50, 1966, 136 f. (: *leudhero- ‘cresciuto, figlio’), and Duhoux, 
Folia Linguistica 6, 1973, 146 f. (: *born’). Quite unacceptable are the speculations of 
Trier, Holz—Etymologien aus dem Niederwald, 1952, 106 f.; according to him, liberi 
are (p. 112) “der Nachwuchs in einem niederwaldmaBigen Sinne, ein Lodennachwuchs 
aus einem Wurzelstock”; the *leudh- is (p. 114) “das Lodeninsgesamt”™ rather than the 
**Mannring™. 

**° See Benveniste, REL 14, 1936, 52. The faryngealist notation, given already by 
Kurytowicz (see his Etudes indo-européennes I, 1935, 31), has been taken over by, e.g., 
Mayrhofer III 78; Polomé, in : Indo-European and Indo-Europeans (Philadelphia 1971) 
63. 

““1 See Pellegrini-Prosdocimi II 133°, — Whether Venetic /oudera is the name of a 
goddess (affirmed by Lejeunc, PP 20/104, 1966, 358) or just ‘puella’ (a view now favou- 
red by Lejeune 1974: 43, 30], 336) is immaterial from our point of view. . 
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conclusion imposes itself that the ou- in Loudera must be from IE 
ou*4?, This interpretation would gain further support if Lithu. /aumé 
‘witch’ were in fact from the same root, 1.e. represented */ou(dh)-mé, 
as has been suggested by several scholars **?. 

Latin philology enables us to make a further observation which 
points in the same direction. As is known, the heterosyllabic sequence 
-ew- is mostly changed to -ow- (e.g. mouos ‘new’), but sometimes appears 
to have been retained (e.g. breuis ‘short). This is usually explained 
on the assumption that in the instances, in which e is retained, -w- is 
not IE w but, e.g., JE ghw. I have recently pointed out that this cannot 
be right since ew changed to ow, even though its w derived from IE 
ghw, in Lat. bruma, name of the shortest day of the year, which derives 
from *breui-md, or, in my view, from “*breuisomd: this developed 
via syncopated *breusomd to *brouruma, *brurumd, finally, by haplo- 
logy, to brima. I have, therefore, suggested that eu, of whatever prove- 
nance, changed to ou only if the next syllable had a velar vowel; in 
front of palatal vowels eu remained unchanged ***. 

If this is true, *leudheros can be ruled out as the source of */lou- 
dheros, since before e of the next syllable ex would have been retained. 
In other words, */oudheros has an original ou, it derives from *loudhos 
not */eudho-**, As to the suffix, quite possibly it represents an original 
-lo-, which, because of the initial -/ of the base-word, was dissimilated 
to -r-; the phenomenon is familiar from the history of the Latin 
suffix -alis which under the same circumstances acquired the variant 
-Gris (cf., e.g., milit-aris). An original *loudhe-lo-s would have the 
advantage of showing a transparent suffix, denoting appurtenance, 
le. ‘appertaining to the */oudhos, a member of it’; the suffix -ro- 
does not have this kind of function **°. 

31.1.3. If Latin liber cannot be traced to *leudheros, but only to 
*loudheros, or more likely to */oudhelos, then the formal gap between 
it and Greek &Aeb8epoc has increased considerably. But the semantic 


“42 This is now particularly clear from the table given in Lejeune 1974: 111, al- 
though Lejeune himself reaches no clear-cut conclusion. 

“*? See Gaters, KZ 73, 1955, 52-57; Fraenkel 1962: 345-346; Pellegrini-Prosdocimi 
HI 133. 

“4 See Szemerényi 1976 : § 2.9.2.; 3.4.1., and fn. 115. 

“45 There is no need to enter here into the question what was the relation between 
the two formations. But it may be noted that the o-type */oudhos is found in Gothic 
jugga-laups ‘young man’ (: ‘having a young figure’) and other compounds with */auda- 
on the one hand, and the enlarged faudi ‘shape’ (from *loudhyd-) on the other. 

“46 See, ¢.g., Leumann 1926: 215 f. and 219; or Brugmann 1904: § 417,1 and 423,7. 
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gap is no less serious. The Latin word denotes someone who is. a 
member of the ‘people, nation’, and as such free and free-born, while 
the Greek word originally denoted something very different. 

This now stands revealed by the Mycenaean material. At Pylos we 
find in the Na-texts the following relevant forms ‘**’ : 

ereutero 3 x (185, 248, 941; perhaps also Xa 567) 

ereutera 1S x (66AB, 106, 197, 252, 284, 334, 345, 425, 520, 
529bis, 923, 1025bis) 

ereuterose 3 x (395, 568, 924). 

There has been unanimity from the start that the forms represent 
the adjective &Aeb8epoc and, surprisingly enough **®, the verb éAeue- 
pom. It is much more difficult to define the exact meaning of the 
forms, or rather the relation of the Mycenaean usage to that of the 
historical period. 

In Documents in Mycenaean Greek (1956), the first authoritative 
evaluation of the new material, Ventris and Chadwick made do with 
the translations ‘free’ and ‘set free’ in the glossary (p. 393) but the 
discussion of the texts showed that the passages required a not in- 
considerable expansion of these English terms. 

The texts in question deal with a commodity indicated by the tdeo- 
gramm SA which is by most scholars taken to mean (of) linen**?, 
and are obviously concerned with matters of taxation, or rather tax- 
reduction. Typical examples, here presented with the translation in 
Documents (pp. 298-300), are the following. 

Na252: ereutera SA 6 
rijio SA 24 
tosade kakewe 
‘““Rhion : 24 of linen. And the smiths (have) a free allowance: six of 
linen.” 
Na 520: toige ereulera 
[  ] 
putere kitijesi SA 30 

“‘[Place-name :] the planters are bringing into cultivation, and there 

is a free allowance for these : 30 of linen.” 


“*7 For the texts see now E.L. Bennett & J.P. Olivier, The Pylos Tablets transcribed, 
[, 1973, 201-206, 268, and for a list of the occurrences, vol. I], 1976, 86-87. 

“48 Surprisingly because in the light of the Homeric evidence the verbs in -6w 
seemed a fairly late innovation, cp. Schwyzer 1939: 727. See now also Lejeune 1956: 
159; Kurylowicz, BPTJ 28, 1970, 26-28; Risch 1974: 329. 

449 See Sacconi, First Mycen. Congress 2, 1968, 533-4. 
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Na 568 : esareu k. ereuterose SA 50 
[ ]wa SA 30 
tosade naudomo oudidosi 

“[? Akere]wa : 30 of linen. And the shipbuilders are excused pay- 

ment of so much—the esareu k. made it free : 50 of linen.”’ 

The parallelism in the last tablet between not giving and freeing ts 
highly significant: freeing obviously means freeing of tax, making 
duty-free. Lejeune therefore defined ereutero- as ‘franc (de taxation)’, 
ereuterose as ‘affranchir (de taxation)’, and rightly pointed out that 
the words do not apply to the locality or its inhabitants but to the 
commodity *>°. Just as succinctly, Anna Morpurgo Davies defined 
ereutero as ‘immunis’, fortasse ‘qui tribuendus non est’, and ereute- 
rose aS ‘immunem fecit’*5?. 

Several attempts have been made to reconcile the apparent Myce- 
nacan meaning with the assumed IE and/or the attested historical 
meaning. F. Cassola maintains that the original political meaning 
‘colui che fa parte del popolo (= che appartiene alla communita dei 
liberi)’ holds for Mycenacan ereutero also but that this can also 
describe assignments of flax as being free for disposal *>?. Hidemichi 
Ota makes much the same assumption *5? : €kevD8Epocg meant—he says— 
“belonging to the community”; under the Mycenaean monarchy ‘free’ 
for the free persons must have meant “not under servile obligations”. 
The “concept of freedom from tribute disappeared with the collapse 
of the Mycenaean monarchies but was changed into the concept of 
freedom from debt”. 

But this line of development cannot explain the post-Mycenaean 
facts. As is known, the word éAev@epoc is found in Homer in two 
phrases only : kpntyp éAEvGEpos (once: Il. 6, 528) ‘bowl of freedom’, 
and éAevGepov tpap ‘the state of freedom’ (in contrast to SovAtov 
tywap). In both phrases the meaning ts clearly ‘free’ in our sense, not 
‘free of debt/tribute’, although an express reference to persons makes 
its first appearance with Alcaeus (Gvdpec EAevBEpor1) and Solon (éAev- 
GEpouc EbnKa the citizens). ‘Free of debt’, used of property, seems 
rather late, attested in, e.g., Demonsthenes (35, 21), and quite indepen- 
dent of the Mycenaean usage. 


459 Lejeune 1956: 158 f. 

“51 A. Morpurgo, Mycenaeae Graecitatis Lexicon, 1963, 97. 

#52 Cassola, in: Syntelcia V. Arangio-Ruiz I, 1964, 269-279, esp. 277., 279. 
453 See H. Ota, First Mycen. Congress 3, 1968, 1114 f., esp. 1116-1117. 
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Thus a complex line of development can be perceived : thing free of 
impost (Myc.}—men free of enemy’s oppression (Homer)—free in 
contrast to slave—free of debt. It seems therefore rather difficult to view 
the use of Mycen. ereuterose, interpreted as ‘made free’ = ‘remitted’, as 
‘a tolerable extension of the sense of the classical &Asv@epdw ‘to free 
(a person) from debt’ (Hdt. 6, 59)”, and to further assume that this 
use would “‘explain the use of the adjective in the sense ‘allowed free’, 
‘remitted’” for which the nearest parallel would be the use in the 
sense of ‘free of debt’ (of property) in late classical times, nearly a 
thousand years after the Mycenaean tax returns***. One must accept 
Palmer’s statement that “‘the sense ‘free’ and ‘to free’ of a commodity 
has no parallel in post-Mycenaean Greek” but it is again hard to see 
how a connection with Mycen. ereutere could clarify matters if ereutere 
are ‘examiners’ and ereutero means ‘issued’ *>*>. 

31.1.4. In this impasse, it might be helpful to glance at a similar 
institution in nearby Anatolia. 

In the Hittite Law Code the terms a@rawa- and arawanni- ‘free’, 
arawahh- ‘to free’ occur several times**®. The relevant passages are 
very instructive : 

I § 51 — Frither war der, der in Arinna Weber wurde, und sein Haus 
frei (arawan), seine Teilhaber und seine Verwandten waren auch frei 
(arawés). Und jetzt ist nur sein Haus frei (Akkadian ELLUM), seine 
Teilhaber und seine Verwandten leisten Lehensdienst (sahhan) und 
Frondienst (/uzzé). 

I § 56 — Gegen eine Festung einen K6nigszug zu unternchmen, einen 
Weingarten abzuernten, ist von den Metallarbeitern keiner frei (arawas). 
Auch die Gartner leisten in jeder (Beziehung) Frondienst. 

The verb arawahh- occurs in the “parallel text” (Friedrich 56-59) : 
XXXVI—Wenn jemand Feldflur als Kénigsgeschenk hat, leistet er 
Fron. Wenn ihn der K6nig aber befreit (-an- ... arawahhi), so leistet 
er nicht Fron. 

XXXIXa—Wenn man ihn vom Palaste aus befreit (arawahhi), leistet 
er keine Fron. 


“54 See Chadwick 1973: 469. and cp. 545 s.vv. 

“53 See Palmer, The interpretation of Mycenaean Greek texts, 1963. 307, 419.—On 
Palmer's further suggestion that SA is linseed (312) see Chadwick 1973: 471. 

“56 The passages can easily be checked and found with the help of the glossary in 
J. Friedrich, Die hethitischen Gesetze, 1959 (repr. 1973), 118. An English translation 
of the Hittite laws by A. Goetze is readily available in: J.B. Pritchard (ed.), Ancient 
Near Eastern Texts, 1955, 188-197. 
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The term arawanni- is only found in Tablet IT. 

1 (= 101)}—Friiher verfuhr man so. Und jetzt gibt er, wenn es ein 
Freier (arawannis) ist, 6 Sekel Silber, und wenn es ein Unfreier ist, 
gibt er 3 Sekel Silber. 

77 (= 191)}—Wenn ein freier Mann (LU EL.LUM) freie (arawannius) 
Dirnen (?)*57 und ihre Mutter geschlechtlich gebraucht ... 

80 (= 194}—Wenn Briider eine Freie (arawannin, or arawanniyas katta) 
beschlafen, ist kein Anstoss. 

81a (= 195A}—Wenn ein Mann eine Freie (SAL arawannin) zur Gattin 
hat und auch mit ihrer Tochter verkehrt, ist es ein Greuel. 

As can be seen, arawa- denotes a thing (e.g. house) which, or a 
person (e.g. gardner, smith) who is ‘free’, i.e. not subject to impost or 
corvée. The act of freeing is expressed by the derivative verb arawah-**8, 
The denominative noun arawanni- on the other hand denotes a free 
man in contrast to a slave. A second derivative verb is arawes- ‘frei 
werden’, 1.e. ‘cease to pay tribute’. 

In his important contribution to the Dumézil Festschrift, Laroche 
has drawn attention to several additional facts (1960 : 124 f). A trilingual 
vocabulary fragment gives the equation, reported already by Friedrich 
(Heth.Wb. 29), 

(Sumer. KU] = Akk. ellum = Hitt. a-ra-u-wa-ni-is, 

i.e. confirms that Hitt. arawanis means ‘free’ or even ‘noble’. There 
was also a town named Arawanna**® which Laroche aptly interprets as 
“Villefranche, Fribourg” and we might add “Libreville’’. The daughter 
of Alyattes, king of Lydia, also had a Hittite (or Lydian) name, 
reported as ‘Aptnvis by Herodotus (I 74); I would note that this 
name and/or the name ’Apauvyvn mentioned under fn. 459 suggest 
that the Hittite form was Arawdni-, Arawana-*°®°, 


“57 The uncertainty concerning this word (annancga-) is irrelevant from our point 
of view; see all the same Hoffncr, JAOS 90, 1970, 333; Otten, Studien zu den Bogazkéy- 
Texten 17, 1973, 35-36; J. Friedrich & A. Kammenhuber, Heth. Wb. !, 71975, 76. 

*58 Hitt. arawah- does not mean ‘rendre libre’ (un esclave) as thought by Benveniste 
(1962: 24). but ‘(von Leistungen, Fron) frei machen, befreien’, see Kronasser, OLZ 
59, 1964, 447'. 

“59 Laroche locates it west of the Lower Halys, but J. Garstang & O.R. Gurney 
(The geography of the Hittite empire, 1959) place it in the South-East of Asia Minor 
in the bend of the Euphrates between Melitene and Samosata, and identify it with 
Ptolemy's Arauene (see the map p. X, and the discussion pp. 41, 44, 36). This is at 
variance with the location in the North-West or West of Anatolia, advocated by Goetze 
(and after him by Barnett) in the new edition of the Cambridge Ancient History II 2. 
31975, 117, 120, 253, 360-361, which seems to agree with the new overall map presented 
by Otten in JCS 15, 1961, 112-113. 

*©° Laroche also assumes (p. 125) that the divine world also has arawa-, i.e. ‘free’, 
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31.1.5. As to the origin of Hitt. arawa-, Laroche suggests (p. 126) 
that it is derived with the suffix -wa- from ara- ‘comrade’ (‘Gefahrte, 
Freund’ or ‘-in’), so that the arawa- are those “qui possédent les 
qualités de l’ara-, qui appartiennent a la ‘société des €gaux’, a ]’assem- 
blée des ‘pairs’’’. It is, however, hard to see how ‘comradely’ could 
have developed the sense ‘free’, and in particular ‘free of impost’, used 
of a house, etc. 

Since IE *ré- ‘give, bestow’ is well-known from the Aryan languages 
(cf. Ind. rdati ‘gives’, rati- ‘gift’, a-rati- ‘not-giving’, Avest. ra- ‘give’, 
rati- ‘gift’, MPers. rdd ‘generous’ *®"), but in view of the derivative 
noun “ré-i- (Ind.Iran. rayi-, Lat. rés)*°* must have been known to 
the other languages also, and, on the other hand, the IE privative 
prefix # (sometimes?) appears as a-*°3, I would suggest that arawa- 
represents *y-ra-wo- ‘not giving, not obliged to render any financial 
or physical service’, applicable to persons but also to things, posses- 
sions *°¢, 

31.1.6. Although the question of etymology is very interesting in 
itself, of much greater immediate relevance are the following observa- 
tions. 

Nearly forty years ago J. Friedrich noticed that "Epeba, name of a 
town in Lycia, which is glossed as "EAevOépa ‘free’, represented the 
Hitt. arawas*®*, Pedersen thought the vocalism of the Lycian name 
showed the original state of affairs while the Hittite form was due to 
a Hittite change *°®. Laroche was the first to see (p. 125) that arawa- 


gods; this is hardly tenable, see Kronasser, WZKM 62, 1969, 312.—On "Apvnvis see 
also Gusmani, Incontri Linguistici 2, 1975, 74 fn. 33c. 

“1 On the Aryan group see Mayrhofer III 52-53; Bailey, Prolexis, 1967, 317; on 
rati-/arati- also U. Schneider, Der Somaraub des Manu, 1971, 40-59. 

#62 See Szemerényi, KZ 73, 1956, 167 f.; Mayrhofer II] 45 f. 

“*? Cp. Szemerényi, KZ 73, 1955, 76 f.; and add antiyant- ‘small’ from *y-miyant- 
‘not grown’, see Laroche, JCS 21, 1969, 174’, pace Kammenhuber, Heth. Wb. 1, 71975, 
67; asiwant- ‘poor’ derived by me from *a-diw-ont- in a letter to Ferdinand Sommer 
dated 9th September, 1955, see Kratylos 11, 1967, 218 fn. 44 (where reference is made 
to Jucquois’ shghtly different analysis *z-di-went-), now accepted by Laroche, l.c., 
fn. 6; Ivanov, in: Etimologija (1971), 1973, 305; Ivanov & Toporov, Issledovanija v 
oblasti slavjanskix drevnostej, Moscow 1974, 132 (also against Watkins); kappi- ‘small’ 
from *kmb(h)i-, see Szemerényi, Sprache 12, 1967, 207 f. with fn. 94; JHS 94, 1974, 153. 

*6* Wittmann, Sprache 19, 1973, 43, defends Neumann's etymon against Laroche 
(1960: 125), while Laroche himself has again elaborated his views at CRAI 1974: 123, 
where he takes account of the new Lycian discoveries ; against his *ara-nt- see Gusma- 
ni [o.c., fn. 460 above], 74 fn. 33. 

*©5 Friedrich, REIE 1, 1938, 182 f. 

“© See Pedersen, Lykisch und Hittitisch, 1945, 33.—The iis word has now 
turned up in the form arawa ‘freed (man)* in the recently found trilingual inscription of 
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was the general Anatolian form which via Luwian arawa- regularly 
developed into Lycian ereua. 

At this juncture, the similarity of the Greek and Anatolian data 
begins to point in one definite direction. The meaning is on both 
sides of the sea ‘free’ in a feudal context, i.e. ‘free of impost’. The form 
is also fairly similar: ereutero in Greece, ereua-, from *arawa-, in 
(Western) Anatolia. These facts point to the Greek term being a 
borrowing from the more advanced Anatolian area*®’, The remaining 
formal difference is to be explained via an abstract arawa-tar-. Denom- 
inatives formed with -(a)tar from adjectives or nouns are quite fre- 
quent; cp., e.g., Aaddula-tar ‘health’, idalaw-atar ‘wickedness’, innaraw- 
atar ‘strength’, misriwa-tar ‘gleam’ *®°, Most likely it was a form *ara- 
watar-a (plural?, enlargement?) which was taken over as Mycenaean 
ereutera, and served as the basis of the adjective ereutero, and the 
derivative verb ereuterod. The Mycenaean writing prevents us from 
recognizing whether these forms were dissimilated to éAev8epo- in 
Mycenaean times already or only later. 

31.1.7. Summing up, we can say that Lat. liber and Gk. édebBepos 
have nothing to do with each other. The Latin word fits into a 
northern context in which a noun “leudho- ‘growth’ was formed, and 
developed the meaning ‘people, nation’. The Latin word 1s a derivative 
of this noun, most likely in the form */oudhelos which meant ‘member 
of a community, popularis’, and so (1) ‘free’, (2) ‘free-born’, ‘child’. 

The Greek word, on the other hand, originally applied to things 
only in the sense of ‘free of impost’. It was borrowed from Anatolian 
*arawatar(a) ‘free(dom) of impost’, which became the basis of an 
adjective and a verb. It was apparently only in post-Mycenaean times 
that the semantic development from (thing) ‘free of impost’ to (a 
person) ‘free of obligations (characteristic of a slave)’ took place. 

Latin liber and Greek tAcb8epoc do not guarantee the notion ‘free’ 
even for a part of the Indo-European territory. 

In the light of these facts there is no reason why *leudh- ‘grow’ 
should be traced to a proto-form *H, leudh- (31.1.2. above); it is more 
naturally connected with *a/- ‘grow’, and continues *(a)/-eu-dh-, or 
in laryngealist notation *H,leu-dh-. The Greek éAev8- ‘come’, on the 


Xanthos, see Laroche, CRAI 1974, 123; and Gusmani fo.c., fn. 460 above], 67 with 
fn. 17, where also a verb eruwe- ‘permettere’ is surmised. 

“67 For a brief survey of Hittite-Greck lexical relations see Szemerényi, JHS 94, 
1974, 152-157. 

468 For these formations see Kronasser 1966 : 294 f. 
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other hand, represents *(e)l-eu-dh- or laryngealist *H,/-eu-dh-, ex- 
panded from a basic *e/-, see Pokorny 1959: 306. 
31.2. A second term of relevance in the context of this section is IE 
*priyos which has developed the meaning ‘free’ in the West, ie. in 
Germanic and Celtic, cp. Goth. freis; OE, OS, OHG fri, and Welsh 
rhydd. The other IE languages exhibit the word and its derivatives 
with the meaning ‘dear; loved’, cp. Ind. priya-, Iran. friya- ‘dear, 
beloved’; Ind. priydyaté ‘shows himself friendly’, Slavic prijati ‘help, 
stand by someone’. But this affective meaning exists in Germanic also; 
cp. Gothic frijdn ‘to love’ and its participle frijonds found in all Germa- 
nic dialects, cp. OE friond, OS friund ‘friend, lover, relative’, OHG 
friunt ‘friend’, ON frénde ‘kinsman’, to which we may add the 
parallel formation seen in OHG /friudil, OS friuthil and its perfect 
correspondence in Slavic prijatel(js) ‘friend’ *°?. 
31.2.1. This evidence suggests that the original meaning of *priyo- and 
its family was ‘to love’. It was therefore natural to explain ‘free’ 
starting from this basic meaning. Thus Schrader assumed that the 
several stages of the development were ‘Freund und Verwandter’, 
‘Volksgenosse’, ‘der freie Volksgenosse’*’°. For Porzig, too, the line 
was ‘licb — Freund — frei’, and Pokorny also advocated tracing 
‘free’ to an earlier meaning *zu den Lieben gehdérig’*7’. 
31.2.2. This line of inquiry was called in question in 1956 when 
F. Mezger suggested that the point of departure was ‘own’ which, 
via ‘zur eigenen Sippe oder Familie gehGrig’, developed into ‘free’*7?. 
The traditional line was further endangered when in 1959 Meinrad 


46% The identity of these forms was first established by J. Schmidt, KZ 25, 1881, 27, 
and has been rightly accepted by, e.g., Meillet, Etudes sur l’étymologie et le vocabulaire 
du vieux slave II, 1905 (repr. 1961), 312-313; Trautmann, Baltisch-Slavisches Wb., 
1923, 23]. Since then it has become known that beside or instead of the agent suffix 
-ter- a variant -tel- was used in Hittite also, see Kronasser 1966: 174 f. It is therefore 
surprising that, in his large volume on Slavic word-formation, Vaillant (Grammaire 
comparée des langues slaves IV, 1974, 315-316) refers neither to Meillet nor to the 
Hittite formation. The agreement between Slavic and Germanic is so close that it ts 
quite impossible to separate OHG /friudil and view it as based on a verbal adjective 
*frijoda- (thus Pokorny 1959: 844); they both represent an IE “priyd-tel-, possibly 
dissimilated from *priya-ter-. The form prija-, which is found, instead of expected 
preja-, in all Slavic languages except Czech and Sorbian, is due cither to secondary 
lengthening (cf. type derati: birati) or, as is suggested by Vaillant (0.c., I, 1950, 199), to 
the initial part being identified with the preverb pri-. 

479 Schrader-Nehring 1929: 459. 

“7! W. Porzig, Die Gliedcrung des idg. Sprachgebiets, 1954, 119; Pokorny 1959: 
844. See also Feist, Vgl. Wb. der gotischen Sprache, *1939, 168. 

472 F, Mezger, Festgabe Frings, 1956, 12 f. 
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Scheller subjected the whole family of words to a thoroughgoing 
philological and comparative scrutiny. According to this results, the 
original meaning of *priyo- was ‘own’ which (in the separate languages) 
developed into ‘dear, loved’. But with kinship terms ‘own’ easily 
acquires the meaning of blood-relation, cp. OE fréo-brddor ‘brother 
german, germanus frater’, fréo-dohtor ‘legitimate daughter’, fréo-maé3 
‘kinsman’ (25). OE fréobearn ‘one freeborn, a noble child ’° further 
reveals (33) that the notion of ‘bluteigene Kinder’ is to be understood 
as ‘die als echt- und ebenbiirtig anerkannten leiblichen Nachkommen 
der vollwertigen (d.h. nicht leibeigenen) Schichten des Volkes’*73. 
Without reference to Scheller’s work, much the same views are 
presented by Benveniste (1969: 325f.). He also maintains that priyo- 
‘dear’ is a secondary development from ‘own’‘’* but tries to be more 
specific: the term expresses ‘l’appartenance personnelle, impliquant 
un rapport non juridique, mais affectif, avec le ‘soi’, et toujours apte 
a prendre une coloration de sentiment” (326). The further develop- 
ment to ‘free’ is due to the “exclusivity of a social class’’ (327). The 
personal, affective term “test devenu comme un signe de reconnais- 
sance mutuelle qu’échangeaient les membres de la classe des ‘bien-nés’ 
... Le terme qui primitivement exprimait une relation affective entre 
personnes, *priyos, prend un sens institutionnel quand il devient l’ap- 
pellation réservée 4 cette mutualité de classe et par suite la dénomina- 
tion d’un statut social, celui des hommes ‘libres’”’ (ibid.). 
31.2.3. It would seem, then, that the basic outlines of the develop- 
ment from ‘own’ via ‘dear’ to ‘free’ are fairly clear. The first phase of 
this development is closely paralleled by Greek gidos which also 
meant originally “one’s own’, referring to limbs, life, one’s nearest kin 
(even when no affection is implied), or a possession (e.g. clothes)*7*. 


+73 On the Germanic development to ‘free’ see also K. von See, Altnordische Rechts- 
worter, 1964, 139 f., esp. 148. 

“74 In his review of Scheller’s work, Meid argued rather perplexingly (Kratylos 6, 
1961, 44-48) that the meanings ‘dear’ and ‘own’ were both IE, they were not successive 
but coexistent. But surely this can only mean that they were coexistent from a certain 
time on; previously only one of them was in use. We must hope that, where Scheller 
had failed, Meid found Benveniste more convincing. 

*73 See Scheller 6 and 122, and compare Adkins (CQ 13, 1963, 33) who concludes 
that in Homer the word demarcates in a hostile, competitive, world those things and 
beings which an &yaQ6¢ can rely on: his own limbs and psychological functions, tools, 
weapons, possessions, portion of land; wife, children, servants and other dependants. 
—Note also H.B. Rosén, Die Ausdrucksform fiir ‘verauBerlichen’ und ‘unverauBer- 
lichen Besitz’ im Friihgriechischen, Lingua 8, 1959, 264-293; and M. Landfester, Das 
griech. Nomen @idog und seine Ableitungen, 1966 (cf. the review in Gymnasium 78, 
1971, 102). Benveniste’s conclusion (1969 : 347) that ‘own’ could not have led to ‘dear’, 
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Nonetheless, before we can enter on the problem of origin, we must 
stop to consider certain other problems. 

31.2.4. According to a widespread view, IE “priyo- Is not attested 
in the Classical languages*’®. At least for Latin, this thesis cannot be 
accepted. 

Lat. proprius is the semantic equivalent of IE *priyo- ‘own’. Never- 
theless it has been the object of some very strange analyses, such as 
*pro-p(a)trios ‘auitus, von den Altvorderen als ererbter Besitz tiber- 
kommen’; *properius from prope; or derivation from a phrase pro 
preiuéd, advanced by Bréal and favoured by the French school*”’, etc. 
Only the last mentioned possesses any intrinsic probability, but the 
derivation of -prius from -preiuo- is shown by deus/divus from *deiwos 
to be unacceptable. No such difficulty is encountered if we start from 
the really expected phrases pro priy6(d), pro priyad, pro priyois, in 
constructions like pro prié(d) ati agrd, sim. For the short o in pro- note 
profecto, profanus. 

31.2.5. A second problem is presented by the verb seen in Ind. 
priydyaté, Slav prijati, and Gothic frijon. As to its form, Scheller 
admits (1959: 89) that *priydye- might be from a verbal formation 
*priya- based on the root *pri- but thinks that it is much more likely 
to be a denominative formation from *priyo-*7°, so that the meaning 
of *priydye- would be ‘als *priyo- behandeln’ (91). But in view of the 
parallel set piAoc : @tAém one would like to have a more convincing 
explanation for -dye- than the quite general statement that it is possible 
with -o-stems also; after all, an archaic verb like *priydye- belongs to 
an age in which the retention of the nominal stem-class was pre- 


ctc., is in the light of the foregoing analysis of priya- quite unconvincing, as is the new 
definition that widos denotes *‘le comportement obligé d’un membre de la communauté 
4 legard du xénos, de I’**héte” étranger” (341). 

476 See, ¢.g., Benveniste 1969 : 325. 

477 See Walde-Hofmann II 373-374; Ernout-Meillet 539-540; Wagenvoort, Mnemo- 
syne IV/2, 1949, 322; Scheller 1959: 120-121; Porru, AGI 49, 1964, 144. Cp. also 
Abajev 1973: 412. 

«78 Meid, Kratylos 6, 1961, 48, thinks that priydyate is shown to be a primary, not 
a denominative, formation by grbhdyati: grbhndti. Unfortunately, the matter is not as 
clear-cut as that. Kuiper regards even grbhdyati as based on a noun “ghybha- (IIJ 5, 
1961, 377) while Kurylowicz has recently come out in favour of the deverbative view 
(BPTJ 31, 1973, 5-7). But if that were the case, should we not expect to find athematic 
forms of the type *ghrbhati which would even be supported by ghrbhnati?! For the 
difficulties encountered in postulating verbal *priyd-: *prind-, note the analyses offered 
for kri-: kring- by Kurylowicz, Etudes indo-européennes 1, 1935, 14, and Benveniste, 
Origines, 1935, 163.—The most original seems Insler’s suggestion (Lg. 47, 1971, 574%) 
that “ghrbhaya- represents *ghybh-n-a-ya-, i.e. a ya- verb based on the nil-grade of -nd-. 
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sumably still the law, so that from “priyo-.the denominative was 
*priyeyd, and conversely *priyayé6 was formed from a nominal *priyd. 

From this point of view it would be more satisfactory to derive 
*priyayd from *priyd ‘beloved woman, wife’, a meaning actually attested 
in Indian. This would readily account for a Germanic *frijdn ‘heiraten, 
freien’ (‘marry, woo’), as suggested by Mezger (1964: 33), if it were 
reliably attested. Unfortunately, the data seem to show that a verb 
of this meaning is not of Germanic date and extension but rather late 
and essentially confined to the Low German area: there the noun 
fri ‘woman’, attested in Old Saxon (as a neuter!)*7?, served as the 
basis of, e.g., MLowGerm. vrien ‘zur Frau machen, zur Ehe nehmen’, 
which via some ambiguous passages in Luther’s Bible translation (e.g. 
Matth. S, 32) acquired the meaning ‘to woo’, found in Dutch vrijen, 
Danish fri(e) *®°. It is therefore clear that vrien ‘marry, woo’ is even 
less of Germanic date and formation than the verb OE fréogan, MHG 
vri(g en ‘to free’, a denominative of fréo, fri ‘free’ *®'. 

But the verb *frijo(ja)n ‘like, love’, attested in Goth. frijon, OE 
fréogan*®?, OS friohan, cannot be doubted, and it cannot be derived 
from “*priyd ‘wife’, partly because in Germanic itself it shows no 
restriction to the weaker sex, partly because the meaning of the Slavic 
verb is just ‘help, stand by’. The only way out of this impasse seems 
to be to derive *priydye- from a feminine “priya which as an abstract 
to *priyo- ‘dear, loved’ could acquire the meaning ‘love’ so that *priya- 
-ye- meant ‘to do a loving service, assist’ but also ‘love’ *®?. 

31.2.6. Aclear present participle of frijon is generally seen in Gothic 
frijonds ‘friend, kinsman’ *®*. Mezger, however, has proposed a quite 
novel analysis *®*> : according to him, IE *priyd-nt- shows the suffix -nt- 
which forms collectives in Hittite and Tokharian, and elatives in 


*79 The generally assumed OE /fréo f. ‘woman’ (in the phrase fréo fagroste ‘the 
fairest woman’) has been explained by Wissmann (KZ 76, 1959, 88) as a borrowing 
from OS frio, gen.pl. of fri. 

480 | report with some misgiving this cxplanation (given at Kluge-Mitzka, Etym. 
Wb. der dt. Sprache, '7)957, 216-217 s.vv. freien, Freitc) because vridte ‘Brautwerbung, 
Freite’, vrie ‘Brautwerbung, Heirat’, vrien ‘freien, um eine Braut werben, heiraten’ seem 
to exist in MHG also, and thus the date at least seems to be earlier than Luther's. 

+81 See on this Scheller 1959 : 90 f. 

462 A meaning ‘caress’ for this verb is now given by A. Campbell. Enlarged Adden- 
da and Corrigenda to the Supplement by T. Northcote Toller (OUP, 1972), 28, which 
seems to be matched by ON /r/d ‘to pet’. 

“83 This solution seems to be envisaged by Porru also (1964: 145), when she 
posits friyd- ‘amore’. 

484 See Scheller 1959: 105 f. 

“85 Mezger 1964: 34 f. 
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Balto-Slavic. But this analysis does not bring us anywhere near the 
desired meaning ‘kinship, Verwandten, Verwandtschaft’; as a collective 
the word could only mean ‘loved ones (fem.!), women’, or, if -nt- 
expressed a possessive relation, ‘he who possesses a wife’. In neither 
case is the true meaning of frijénds clarified. We must therefore conti- 
nue to regard it as the participle of frijdn reflecting an IE *priydyont-, 
Gme. *frijo(ja)na-. 

31.2.7. As is known, although *priyo- does not survive in Greek, 
it is generally assumed that Gk. npdvc ‘mild, soft, gentle; (animals :) 
tame’ belongs with its group. This would mean that the IE root had 
the form *prai-, *pri- (cf. Pokorny 1959: 844), and mpavc¢ could be 
explained from *prdy-u-. Since -u-stem adjectives frequently show the 
nil-grade of the root, Scheller suggested (1959: 119) that mp@vc might 
be traced to IE *pfy-u-, without explaining how F arose in this form. 
But if “prdai- is interpreted according to the laryngeal theory, i.e. 
identified with *preHy-, then the nil-grade in *prHy-u- would give 
*pryu-, as required *®°, whereas from *prdi- one would only get *prai-. 

Although thus the laryngeal theory might seem to offer an easy 
formal solution, the semantic discrepancy, in my view, still remains an 
insurmountable obstacle. From ‘own, dear’ there is no way to ‘mild, 
gentle’. It seems therefore best to set Gk. mp@vc aside for the present. 
31.2.8. If, then, the historical data are satisfied by the semantic line 
‘own—dear—of the same ilk—free’, the question arises whether the 
ultimate source of this group of words can be perceived. 

In the paper already referred to Mezger has suggested that *priyo- 
must be derived from the adverb “pri, variant of *per(i), meaning 
‘um herum, nahe, bei’, so that *priyo- was ‘der bei der Heimstatte ist’, 
and “priya ‘die bei der Heimstatte, die (legitime) Frau’ (1964: 33f.). 
Starting from a similar assumption, Porru thought (1964: 144f.) that 
the adverb per (prai, prei, pri) ‘al di fuori, attraverso, davanti’ led to the 
idea of separation and so to the notion of ‘esente da legami, distacca- 
to’. 

It is clear that neither of these explanations manages to clear up 
the basic meaning ‘own’, The same must be said of the recent sugges- 
tion put forward by Martin Schwartz, according to whom the adverb 
*prei seen in Lithu. prie, OCS pri ‘bei, an’ gave the adjective *priyo- 
‘that which is at one’s side, close by’ *®’. 


“*° Lindeman (Studia Ling. 17, 1965, 87 f.) interprets the relations differently. 
*87 See Schwartz, Monumentum Nyberg II, 1975, 207 fn. 31. 
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31.2.9. As far as I can see, the only reasonable explanation has been 
advanced by E. Risch who suggested that *priyo- was a derivative of 
*per ‘house’ *®®, The derivative “priyo- thus meant ‘he in the house: 
kin, own, dear’ (: “zum Haus geh6rig, zur eigenen Familie gehGrig, 
von Natur eigen, lieb”’). 

31.2.9.1. So far the only, but weighty, piece of evidence has been 
provided by Anatolian, cf. Hitt. pér n., gen. parnas, and parna- 
gen.com. ‘house’, Luw. parna-, HH parna-; Hitt. parnant- = Luw. 
parnant- ‘house’ *®? ; parnawai- ‘build’, Lyc. prfinawa- ‘id.’. 

Because of its apparent isolation in the Indo-European languages, 
the Anatolian word has been thought to be a substratum element or a 
migratory word, especially as Egyptian pr ‘house’ seemed to offer a 
ready parallel. But if, as seems the case, the Egyptian word originally 
had the shape pdrey (whose d@ had been shortened by the 8th c. B.C., 
cf. Assyr, piru, Herodotus’ wépws), there is obviously no connection 
with it*9°, . 

But the most telling piece of evidence in favour of IE provenance 
is the heteroclitic formation of the neuter noun pér/parnas. The 
lengthened grade of the nominative represents *per-r with the conver- 
sion of €CC to éC seen in several examples*?', e.g. IE *kér ‘heart’ 
from *kerr, *kerd, or *pés ‘foot’ from *pess, *ped-s*??. 

The root *per- may be connected with Hitt. peru- and peruna- 
‘rock’ *?>, in which case its IE character is further supported by Aryan, 
since Indian and Iranian parvata- ‘rock, mountain’ is based on 


488 Risch, Mus. Helv. 22, 1965, 194 fn. 4. 

489 Cf. Laroche, BSL 57, 1962, 30. 

499 See D.B. Redford, JNES 22, 1963, 119 f. 

“9! On this explanation of the nominatival lengthened grade see Szemerényi, Trends 
and Tasks in Comparative Philology, London 1962, 12 f. (but first 1957!); Szemerényi 
1970: 109 f., 149, 151, 153, 160; and in: Flexion und Wortbildung—S. Fachtagung der 
Idg. Gesellschaft (1973),. 1975, 336 f. For the Hittite word cf. Schindler, Sprache 19, 
1973, 153. 

492 The Hittite nom. sg. GIR-is can of course easily be labelled a Luwism (e.g. 
Laroche, RHA 76, 1966, 36), except that it would have to be a hyper-Luwism seeing 
that Luwian itself does not exhibit this form, see Kronasser 1966: 212, 147, and 
especially the desperate way out suggested 2607. But as in the case of SA-ir we have 
ideographic writing with the phonetic complement indicating kér, so in GIR-is we have 
FOOT + is indicating pés. The IE form was of course pés (see Szemerényi 1970: 109, 
148 f.), not *péts. 

“93 See Laroche, RHA 76, 1966, 54; but this need not imply ‘troglodytisme’, but 
simply a stone-building in contrast to a wooden hut or some other more primitive 
dwelling. 
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*perwnt-*9*, Hitt. per- and peru- would then present a nice illustra- 
tion of Kurylowicz’s fourth law on analogy, according to which, when 
a morphological differentiation takes place, the new form (per-u-) 
takes over the primary functions (“rock”), while the old form assumes 
the secondary functions (‘‘stone-house’’, “‘house in general’’). 

31.2.9.2._ One would of course welcome further evidence in support 
of an IE *per ‘rock, stone-house’, and there are indeed several archaic 
nouns with an initial part py-. 

Thus, for instance, Pokorny traces (1959: 813) to py-sta, “py-sti-, 
*per-sti- the following forms: MLG vorst ‘Dachfirst’, OHG first, 
OE fierst and fyrst; Id. prsti- ‘rib’, prstha- ‘back’. It is of course clear 
that several quite distinct groups have been unjustifiably put in one 
basket here. 

Thus Ind. pysti- ‘rib’ and Afgh. pugtai ‘rib’ obviously belong with 
Ind. parsu- and Avest. parasu- ‘rib’; and Gk. npanic*®*, Lithu. pirsys 
pl]. ‘anterior pars pectoris equini’, OCS presi ‘breasts’ show that the 
basic forms were *perku- *prk-ti-*?®, 

Ind. prstha- ‘back’ and Avest. parSti- ‘back’ have numerous clear 
cognates within the Aryan group*?’ but none has so far been discovered 
outside. It is therefore of considerable interest that Hittite has brought 
illumination on this point also. The Hittite adverb parasza/parza, i.e. 
parstsa, ‘riickwarts’, ‘back(ward)’, is not of course from an imaginary 
root-noun *par*®® but from the IE antecedent of Aryan *pySthi- or 
*prstha-, i.e. TE *prst(h)o- ‘back’. The Hittite form is not quite clear 
morphologically but since parza in the sentence appa parza U-UL 
arsezzi ‘does not flow backwards’*®? is clearly a directivus, it most 
likely represents IE *prstyd, cf. Gk. dnicow from *opityd, etc. °°. 

Thus Aryan *pySti- ‘rib’ and *prst(h)i- ‘back’ are shown to reflect 
quite different things, IE *prk-ti- and *pys-t(h)i- respectively. But 
obviously neither of them has anything to do with *per- ‘house’. 


494 See K. Hoffmann, Sprache 20, 1974, 24; but the (very tentative) suggestion that 
rock could be “‘die Stelle, bis zu der man kommt” is best ignored. 

4°5 See Szemerényi, Lg. 48, 1972, 9 fn. 20, and for the meaning Ireland & Steel, 
Glotta 53, 1976, 194 f. 

49° Mayrhofer is undecided, see II 229, 337. 

497 See Bailey, Prolexis, 1967, 172. 

“98 This was Kronasser’s view (1966 : 347) who was even prepared to connect (p. 189) 
the noun parzassa- ‘quiver’, as if that had anything to do with back. 

“99 See the Telipinu-text ap. Laroche, RHA 23 (77), 1965, 95 line 25 f., or p. 103 
line 4 f. 

$°9 On the directivus see Laroche, RHA 28, 1970, 22f., esp. 45f.; Starke 1977. 
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Turning now to the Germanic group, the meaning of OE /fierst, 
fyrst ‘inward roof, ceiling of a chamber’ might induce one to seek our 
‘house’ in this word. But the fact that beside the meaning given there 
is also ‘top, ridge’ and in OHG the meaning ‘mountain-ridge’ is widely 
attested, it is probably better to trace these words to IE *py-sti-, etc., 
‘protruding, Hervorstehendes’*°!. But Lat. postis ‘post, pillar’ has 
nothing to do with this group, it 1s simply the abstract noun “positis 
from *posind, Classical pond, which was generalized in the syncopated 
form whereas the PPP positus is only occasionally, i.e. as an allegro- 
variant, syncopated to postus; the meaning was narrowed from ‘placing, 
placed thing’ to the latter in the specific sense of “upright thing, 
pillar”; for the formation cp. uectis, 

The upshot of this survey is that, at present, there seems to be 
no other trace of an IE *per- ‘house’ apart from Anatolian, and, 
probably, Aryan. 

31.2.10. If, in spite of this narrow base, we accept Risch’s attractive 
derivation, then it follows that, originally, *priyos referred to persons 
and things not as personal possessions but via the household-commun- 
ity. In this respect, then, priyos was at the start very similar to 
*swos which originally described persons and things belonging to the 
joint family (*sa-, see 6.13. above). The difference was that *priyos 
viewed people and things as being in the same dwelling, while in *swos 
they were described in a more abstract manner as being of the same 
ilk. But at one point the two adjectives began to diverge in their 
function. While *swos continued to function as a possessive, even 
reinforced this trend in the direction of personal, not kin, ownership, 
*priyos took a sharp turn in a more affective direction, ‘own’ developed 
into ‘kindred, beloved’, and in a Western area to ‘kindred’ = ‘free’. 

31.2.11, We cannot conclude this inquiry into *priyo- without brief- 
ly discussing the Aryan data which still present some problems. If the 
line *per- “house’ — “priyo- ‘who/what 1s in the house = dear’ is 
correct, the denominative verb *priydyeti, from the abstract *priyd, 1s 
clear. At an earlier stage even an athematic “priyd-ti was possible, 
and based on it an infix nasal present “prindti. But how could the 
forms pri- (in @-pri-, pari-pri-), priti-, prita-, prayas-, etc., emerge? 

If our basic assumption about “priyo- is correct, there is only one 
way in which these forms, based on a “root” “pri-, can be explained : 
they must all be back-formations, and that in the following sense. 


5°1 In addition to Pokorny 1959: 813, see also Kluge-Mitzka, Etym. Wb. der dt. 
Sprache, '71957, 199. 
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Vedic has, apart from prindti, ten nd-presents of the (C)Cina- 
type °°2, According to the descriptive grammars, some of these shorten 
the root-vowel, i.e. ‘Jindti ‘overpowers’ and 2Jindti ‘robs, deprives’, 
minati ‘damages’, rindti ‘flows’, while others retain it, Le. Arindti 
‘buys’, bhrinati ‘injures’, ‘Srinati ‘mixes’, *Srinati ‘boils, cooks’. This 
is of course the reverse of the historical truth. We know that the 
short vowel was regular in the nd-present, while in non-present forma- 
tions both short and long vowel were found. For krindti the secondary 
character of the long root-vowel is demonstrated by Olrish crenaim 
‘I buy’ (: crith ‘purchase’!) and ORuss. kronuti ‘to buy’ (: inf. 
kriti), and even, within Iranian, by Khotanese ggdndd@ ‘buys’ from 
*xrina-. This means that there was a tendency to adjust the root-vo- 
calism of the present to the non-present length, and in some cases the 
tendency was even carried beyond these limits, cf. ksina- beside ksita- 
(and corresponding ksindati ‘destroys, ruins’). 

As a result, *prinati or the innovated prindti acquired the analogical 
forms prita-, prayas-, pri-, etc.; for possible models note krita-, Srita- 
‘mixed’, -Sri, etc. For the semantic innovation ‘praise, pray, wish’, 
sO prominent in Iranian, note the similar development in Germanic 
from ‘love’ to OE lof ‘praise’ (Germ. Lob) both from IE *leubh- ‘like’. 
31.3. The third term relevant in the context of this section is parti- 
cularly well known from the Aryan languages, 1s in fact the term 
arya- itself, which in Indian occurs in several semantically not easily 
reconciled formations and in both Indian and Iranian as the designa- 
tion of nationality, i.e. ““Aryan”’. 

31.3.1. But the term became of more general interest only when it 
was claimed that it was found outside the closed circle of the Aryan 
world also. 

This claim was first made by Adolphe Pictet in 1858 when he asserted 
that exact correspondences to the Aryan terms were to be found in 
the Far West, e.g. Eriu, Eire, Erin, Eirinn, forms of the name of 
Ireland, in which er- was closely related to Ind. arya- (1858: 91), 
represented also by aire, aireach ‘nobleman’. The appearance of the 
name arya- in the East and the West showed that it was “uralt, und 
er wird somit wohl der erste Name der Indogermanen gewesen sein” 
(1858 : 93, cp. also 99) 53, | 


$02 For a list see Whitney, Roots, 1885, 214. 

$93 For further speculations about the name arya, see in the same journal (pp. 129- 
134) Spiegel’s paper on “Arya, airya; Aryaman, Airyama"; he thinks (131) that airya 
meant “zu ehren, richtig”. 
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The same view was twenty years later and with much greater force 
advanced by the Indianist and Celtist Heinrich Zimmer; he was 
convinced that “die Angehérigen des Urvolkes sich ‘arya’ nannten 
in der Zeit ihrer Gemeinsamkeit als es noch keine Inder und Ger- 
manen gab” (1879a: 139). In early times the Irish called themselves 
Arya, like their Asiatic brethren (1879a: 150). Before Indians and 
Iranians were separated, the members of the Urvolk called themselves 
arya-, as is still frequently the case in the RV. “Ein diesem Volke 
Angehoriger, ein Abkémmling dieses Volkes hieB Arya, d.h. den Arya, 
den Freunden, dem Volke zugeh6rig” (1879b : 214, cf. 100). 

This line is carried on by Kretschmer (1896: 129 f.), Schrader- 
Nehring (1923 : 54B, 1929 : 459A), and Guntert (1923 : 79 f.). But while 
the others simply accept the interpretation of Grya- as ‘noble, to be 
honored’ or ‘friendly’, Giintert suggests that the basic meaning of 
Aryan was ‘‘Verbindeter, durch Vertrag befreundeter Geschlechts- 
genosse”’; more precisely, from the verbal root, seen in Gk. dpapioxw 
‘join, fit together’, dpOydc¢ ‘a band, league, friendship’, Gppovia ‘joint; 
covenant, agreement’, was formed *aryo- ‘verbiindet, demselben Stamm 
angehorig, befreundet’, and from it the Indian drya- ‘zu den be- 
freundeten Stammverbanden gehorig’. 

31.3.2. Before we proceed, it will be as well to look more closely at 
the alleged or rcal Celtic evidence. Much of what had been connected 
with @rya- by early scholars, has proved to be unrelated. But several 
words and names are still in the running, especially Olr. aire, airech, 
and the names Ariobindus, Ariomanus, Ariovistus. 

3/.3.2.1. After a long spell of unimpeded run, aire and airech were 
first challenged in 1936. According to the Royal Irish Academy Dictio- 
nary (see 3. aire and 1. airech), the meaning of these words ts as 
follows : 

aire is used in the laws “to describe every freeman, ‘commoner’ as 
well as noble, who possesses an independent legal status ... Occasional- 
ly, however, aire 1s used in the more restricted sense of ‘noble’ (as 
opposed to ‘commoner’), which is its usual meaning in the literature”. 
In the more general sense it means “noble, chief’, also glossed as 
primas, optimas. 

airech means as an o-stem substantive “chief, noble, leader”, glossed 
“primus, primas, procerus’’, and (?) as an adjective ‘“‘primus, distin- 
guished”, 

This taxonomic description is due to Thurneysen who maintained 
(1936: 354 f.) that the previously taught single paradigm (nom. aire, 
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gen. airech from *aryak-) must be replaced by two distinct words, 
the o-stem adjective airech ‘voran, an erster Stelle stehend, hervor- 
ragend’ on the one hand, and the k-stem aire on the other; the former 
was in all probability derived from the adverb are with the suffix 
-ako-, or simply -ko-, while the latter could represent *aresak-, 
attested in the names Aresac-es (plural) and (sing.) Arsax, although 
the element sak- was otherwise unknown. This difficulty is removed if, 
as seems certain, Pokorny is right in arguing (1955: 308) that the 
gen. Loiguiri of Loig-aire, -uire shows that aire ‘chief, leader’ was 
Originally a -yo-stem and that the guttural stem, as is also shown 
by the dat.plur. airib, is secondary. 

This still leaves us with two formations: the noun aire from *aryo-, 
and airech from *aryako- sim*%°*. But much more important is the 
semantic aspect of the problem. There can be little doubt that airech 
‘chief, leader, primus’ cannot derive from aryo- ‘Aryan’, whatever the 
ultimate source of it. It is less certain whether aire in all its uses must 
also be separated from ‘*aryo-; in the meanings ‘primas, optimas’ 
certainly, but ‘freeman’ could be from *aryo- although even for this 
a much more suitable explanation would seem to be offered by IE 
*ara- ‘plough’ (see Pokorny 1959: 62): aire could be the ‘plough- 
man’, the ‘peasant, farmer’. The upshot of all this is that there is 
hardly any room here for a descendant of an IE *aryo- ‘Aryan’. 
31.3.2.2. With names the problem is naturally even more difficult: 
Ariobindus has been interpreted as a Germanic (!) name meaning 
“der durch Biindnis (!) Verbundene’*°> but also as a Celtic name 
meaning ‘edel und glanzend’*°°; both interpretations have very little 
to commend them. 

Ariomanus, son of Iliatus, and a Boius, certainly seems a Celt; 
but is his name for that reason to be equated with Aryan Aryaman-? 
Or, if the second part is mdnus, is the name to be interpreted as 
“freundlich und gut”*°’? If the latter interpretation of the second 
part should be right, could not the compound simply mean “foremost 
of the good (men)’’? 

And is it really credible that Ariovistus should mean “cdel geboren” 


$°* Pokorny (1959: 67) decides in favour of *aryo- and *aryako- but says that the 
latter bears the same relation to Ind. dryaka as Gk. petpa& to Ind. maryaka-: once 
again an old version of the entry (referring to Zimmer's *aryak-!) has been left standing 
alongside with a new, and incompatible, version. 

$95 Sce Giintert 1923: 80. 

$06 Scherer 1955: 204. 
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(or ‘‘aus arischem Samen entsprossen”’), with a second part *wis- which 
is not attested in Gaulish—allegedly a point in favour of Gaulish, 
‘weil dessen Wortschatz uns viel unvollstandiger bekannt ist” 5°®. The 
alleged root *weis- ‘sprieBen, wachsen’ (see Pokorny 1959: 1133) is 
most uncertain, and it certainly nowhere has the meaning to be born °°?. 
Conversely, the commonest expressions for ‘born’ are Gaulish -gndtos, 
-genos, -gnos, etc.5!°, And yet there is no trace at all of a Celtic name 
Ariognatos which, one would have thought, would have expressed 
admirably the notion of ‘edel geboren’—assuming, that is, that ario- 
really had that meaning. 

To my mind, a far superior interpretation would be *ari(yo)-yowistos 
‘foremost among the strongest, among the most youthful’, the second 
part being the original superlative which was later replaced by *yowi- 
samos, the source of Olrish dam, Welsh ieuaf>!!. Since Insular Celtic 
seems to have lost this old type of superlative formation without a 
trace, it will be useful to note that there may be one further remnant of 
this formation on the Continent. 

The Galatian ethnic name TodAtotoBaoytot is certainly to be seg- 
mented as TodAtoto-Baoyiot, and TodAtoto- can hardly be anything 
else but the superlative of an adjective. To argue that -isto- cannot be 
the superlative suffix (“‘ausgeschlossen”’!) because “‘solche Superlative 
sind im Keltischen unbekannt”>!? is a feat almost unbelievable on the 
part of a comparatist: since the existence of a superlative formation 
with -isto- is established beyond all doubt for the whole of Indo- 
Europia, we can but hope that some traces of it will turn up even 
where it seems to have been irrevocably lost>'4. As to the basic word, 
instead of the commonly assumed noun (Olrish) tol ‘will, desire’, we 
shall posit a derived adjective *tol-yo- or *tol-no- or sim., which formed 
the superlative from the root, not from the stem of the positive. The 


$07 See Schnetz, Glotta 16, 1928, 127 f., but also Campanile, AION-L 9, 1969, 43 f. 

508 So Scherer 1955: 203! Cf. also Evans 1967: 54 f., 141 f. 

509 For a quite different interpretation of the Baltic group see Fraenkel 1965: 1214. 

$10 Cf. K.-H. Schmidt 1957: 216 f.; Evans 1967: 203 f. 

$11 See Pokorny 1959: 510, but especially Cowgill 1971: 129; and, on IE *yewistos, 
Watkins, Mél. Benveniste, 1975, 527 f., with the comments of Szemerényi 1976: 410 f. 

$12 The statement is Weisgerber's, see his Galatische Sprachreste (Natalicium Joh. 
Geffcken, 1931, 151-175, reprinted in Weisgerber, Zur Grundlegung der ganzheitlichen 
Sprachauffassung, 1964, 321-336) 174 (= repr. 335); cf. also K-H. Schmidt 1957: 279; 
Evans 1967 : 153.—On the problem of st in Celtic see the very thorough discussion in 
Evans 1967: 410 f., esp. 414-5. 

513 Most recently Szemerényi 1976: § 2. 
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meaning of the name then was the very appropriate “(men) most de- 
sirous of/to fight” 5?%. 
31.3.3. Apart from some names—always doubtful etymologically— 
Germanic has so far produced only one form which might conceivably 
be connected with our inquiry. The stone of Tune, Norway, datable 
about 400 A.D., seems to present : 

... woduride staina 

prijoR dohtriR dalidun 

arbijarjosteR arbijano. 
In line 3 the seventh rune is not altogether certain—it was read si at 
first 5'5—but Krause thought that it was a sinistrorse r-rune and inter- 
preted the sequence as arbij(a) arjosteR. Accordingly the whole 
passage was interpreted as: 

dem Wodurid den Stein 

drei Téchter bereiteten, 

das Erbmahl (aber) die vornehmsten der Erben. 
The relevant form, arjosteR, was regarded as the superlative of an 
adjective arja- ‘vornehm’, to be equated with Ind. dr(i)ya- ‘Herr’>'°®. 
It hardly needs stressing that ‘the most noble of heirs’ makes no 
sense. No wonder that Antonsen thought that “‘the most legitimate- 
to-inherit” would be a better fit but neither does Gk. d&piotos ‘best’ 
justify this step nor does Ind. arya- have the meaning ‘legitimate’ in 
the sense required. Even less intelligible is de Vries’ idea>'’ that, if 
the reading is correct, the word must be the superlative of “*arjaR 
‘vornehm’ oder vielmehr etwa ‘Volksgenosse’”’: ‘vornehm’ ts already 


5'* One further, rather tentative, question concerns Ogam TOVISSACI which is 
continued by Olr. toisech ‘first; chief, leader’ and Welsh tywysog ‘prince’ (see D. 
Jenkins, BBCS 26, 1976, 451 f.). The word is now usually traced to *to-wedhtu-, with 
*wedh- ‘lead’ (see, e.g., Meid, Die Romanze von Froech und Findabair, 1970, 145), but 
this is hardly possible since e is not raised to i before ss (see Thurneysen, Grammar of 
Old Irish, 1946, 47 £., but especially Pokorny, Altirische Grammatik, 71969, 18 and 32). 
In these circumstances one might wonder whether *towissdkos combines two antece- 
dents: a *to-wesso- ‘lead(ing)’ and a *towisso-; for the latter IE *tewistos ‘strongest, 
most powerful’ might be an acceptable prototype. 

345 This is the reading given by, e.g., Gutenbrunner, Hist. Laut- und Formenlehre 
des Altislandischen, 1951, 9. 

$16 Cp. Krause, Die Sprache der urnordischen Runeninschriften, 1971, 169-170, and, 
for the etymon, 57.—E.H. Antonsen (A concise grammar of the older Runic inscrip- 
tions, 1975, 44-45) accepts Krause’s reading and his interpretation of arjosteR as masc. 
nom. pl.; nevertheless he manages to refer the word to the daughters: “three daughters, 
the most legitimate-to-inherit of heirs, prepared the stone”. 

5!7 J, de Vries, Altnordisches etym. Wb., 71962, 13 B. 
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sufficiently difficult in the context, but ‘Volksgenosse’, especially in 
the superlative, is quite impossible. 

If Krause’s reading and interpretation of the form arjosteR are to 
be accepted at all, then the positive arja- can only be interpreted as a 
loan word from Celtic *aryo- ‘who is in front, first’; arjosteR arbijano 
could then be the ‘foremost of the heirs’. But in view of the rather 
gauche expression, I should suggest that the line might have to be 
segmented differently : arbijar jost€@R arbijand, in which jostér would 
represent the superlative of Gmc. *jungaz ‘young’, i.e. *jithista- (cf. the 
Gothic comparative juhiza and Norse eri), with j- still retained, but 
-i- syncopated, while arbijar would be a derivative of arbija- but still 
with the meaning ‘funeral feast’. There can be little doubt that ‘the 
youngest of the heirs’ would at long last give a sense that would 
satisfy the context. 

31.3.4. Having found that the West presents no reliable cognates *!8 
of the Eastern arya-, we may now turn to developments since the 
first war concerning the Eastern facts. 

31.3.4.1. Although in his useful supplements to the lexicon of the 
Rgveda W. Neisser had tried to go beyond his predecessors*?9, a new 
unified picture of closely related terms was first presented by Paul 
Thieme at the end of the thirties**°. The cornerstone of his primarily 
semantically oriented construction became ari-, for which the basic 
meaning ‘Fremder, Fremdling’ was postulated, the ‘stranger’ or ‘out- 
sider’. In a number of Rigvedic passages this basic meaning 1s to be 
understood in bonam partem, as ‘friend’, i.e. ‘guest’ or even ‘host’; in 
others in malam partem, as ‘rival, enemy, foe’, a meaning that was to 
survive into Sanskrit. 

On ari- was built the adjective aryd- ‘dem Fremdling zugetan, dem 
Fremdling gehorig, den Fremdling beschiitzend’, and so also ‘gast- 
freundlich’, ‘(gastlicher) Herr’, ‘protecting the stranger, hospitable’. 
The vocative arya, with initial accent, led to the creation of post-Rigve- 
dic a@rya- ‘the hospitable one; master (of the house)’; the contrast 
arya—stdra does not indicate ‘Aryan—aboriginal’ but ‘master— 
servant’. 

This arya- is also found in aryaman-, formed with the suffix -man-, 

5'8 Lindquist’s attempt to interpret the ON name Erlendr as ‘from the land of the 
alae eae Pedersen, 1937, 331 f.) is of course anything but evidence; cf. de Vries, 
° Sas See Neisser, Zum WoOrterbuch des Rgveda I, 1924, and II, 1930, s.vv. ari- (1 98 f., 


If 19 f.), arya- (1 117 f.), aryaman- (1 118 f.), ari-dhdyas- sim. (11 22 f.). 
320 See Thieme 1938, and cp. Debrunner's review, IF 57, 1940, 145-148. 
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which as a neuter meant ‘Gastlichkeit, hospitality’, and as a masculine 
‘(bewirtender) Gastfreund, (hospitable) host’, later simply ‘friend’, but 
also the ‘personified hospitality’, ‘the god of hospitality’. An Iranian 
correspondence is Av. airyaman- (m.?) ‘hospitality; friend, name of a 
god’. 

Finally, ar(i)ya- must, as a vsddhi-formation, be interpreted as ‘zu 
den ar(i)ya gehorig’ and so ‘zu den Gastlichen geh6rig, wirtlich’. This 
was the basis of the ethnic name Aryan: “Mit dem Namen ‘die Wirt- 
lichen’ hatten sich diejenigen benannt, die inmitten ihnen nach Sprache 
und Religion fremder V6lker sich mit Stolz ihrer frommen Gesittung 
und edlen Denkungsart bewuBt waren und als charakteristisches Merk- 
mal ihrer Menschlichkeit gegeniiber der barbarischen Rohheit ihrer 
Nachbarn ihre Gepflogenheit empfanden, den Schutzlosen Hilfe und 
Obdach zu gewahren”’ (145). 

Concerning arya- and drya- two points seem to me of especial 
importance, both particularly emphasized by Thieme in later works. 
First, arya- never means ‘Aryan’ (1938 : 90 f.; 1957a: 76-77). Even the 
Rigvedic pair arydpatni—dasdpatni is not be taken as illustrating 
the contrast ‘Aryan-native’; rather is arydpatni to be interpreted as the 
feminine counterpart of masc. “arydpati- ‘fremdlingbeschiitzender 
Herr’, that is ‘fremdlingbeschiitzende Herrin’, ‘fremdlingsfreundliche 
Herrin’ (1938: 84)52!. Secondly, drya- presupposes the derivational 
chain ari- — arya- —» arya-, or, to put it differently, ‘‘drya war tiber- 
haupt erst mdglich, nachdem das Adjektiv arya substantiviert war, was 
eben nur ... mit arya ‘gastlich’ geschah” (1957c : 213). 

The latter thesis, of course, at once raises the question how Ind. 
arya-, the end-product of such a complicated process, can be reconciled 
with the Iranian forms, Av. airya-, anairya- and OP. ariya-, and this 
question shall be dealt with rightaway. Thieme recalls (1938: 147) 
that Tedesco had long before pointed out*?? that the Iranian forms 
could without further ado be read as drya, in perfect agreement with 
the Indian form; and that the common name of the Aryans was 
obviously drya-. Thieme sees that in his framework the dilemma is 
slightly different: we must either assume that the Indians called 
themselves ‘‘die Wirtlichen”’ (arya), but the Iranians simply “‘die Gast- 
lichen” (arya), or else the Iranian forms must also be assumed to 
represent arya, in which case in Middle Persian the sequence dry- 


52! Cp. also Thieme 1957 b: 103 fn. 1. 
522 See Tedesco, ZII 2, 1923, 46-47. 
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developed into dir- and eventually into ér-, as in Eran, the forerunner 
of Irdn. 

Thieme would naturally prefer the latter alternative, but does not 
feel confident that d + epenthetic i did develop into MIran. é. Tedesco 
had simply swept aside the problem by merely declaring that there 
was no evidence to the contrary. But Thieme thought that Ossetic did 
in fact offer evidence against Tedesco’s assumption: /iman ‘friend’ 
from *aryaman- contrasted with the clan-name Alegate from 4rya-. 

These data would, of course, be sufficient to decide against the 
equation of the Iranian forms with the Indian. Unfortunately, they 
have since vanished into thin air. The derivation of limen from 
aryaman- has been disproved by such Scythian names as MAiavaKxos 
etc., which show that the word derives from “friyamana-, and Alegate 
is in all probability of Caucasian provenance >?3, 

Nevertheless, there seems to be one fact at least that militates 
against the equation. The Pahlavi words wdaspuhr ‘principal’ and wéas- 
puhragan ‘special, particular; courtier’ *?* have been traced to wis-puhr 
‘son of the (ruling) house, prince’. According to Bartholomae (0.c., 252) 
waspuhr derives from Proto-Iran. *waispuOris, a vpddhi-formation from 
*wispuOra-; Henning (/.c.), more likely, assumes that the vgddhi-adjec- 
tive was formed at the early Middle Iranian stage in Western Iran only. 
But both agree, naturally, that @ derives from 4/575. Bartholomae 
(254f.) quotes further examples for the parallel reduction of du to 4, 
and one more example for di > 4 but that is very uncertain °?°. In 


523 Cf. Abajev 1958: 44-45, and 1973: 54-55. Note, however, that according to 
Abajev (1958: 47) the ethnic term allon, only found in the fables, derives from 
Gryana- (the quantities are misprinted but cp. p. 101), and is identical with the well- 
known name of the Alani. This would prove *drya- for Iranian also. But Abajev's 
suggestion (1958: 101) that Osset. acagalon ‘(truly) foreign’ contains in @/- the word 
*arya- ‘stranger’—which would prove both *drya- and *arya- for Iranian—is hardly 
tenable, see the text further on, and esp. fn. 583. 

$24 For the meaning, see MacKenzie, A concise Pahlavi dictionary, 1971, 88, but 
also Bartholomae, WZK M 25, 1911, 253; Nyberg, Texte zum mazdayasnischen Kalender, 
1934, 60 (now reprinted in Monumentum Nyberg IV, 1975, 454); Widengren, Orien- 
talia Suecana 5, 1956, 107; Eilers, Studies Taqizadeh, 1962, 55 f.; Henning, Mél. 
Morgenstierne, 1964, 95 f.; Perikhanian, REArm 5, 1969, 16-23; Harmatta, Acta Anti- 
qua Hung. 19, 1971, 114; Humbach, Acta Iranica 3, 1974, 203 f. 

$25 So also Nyberg, /.c.; Eilers, 0.c., 61 f.: Klingenschmitt, MSS 30, 1972, 105. 

$26 Jt is based on the alternation seen in NPers. xézad, xdstan ‘to rise, get up’, but 
see Gershevitch, BSOAS 14, 1952, 488 f., and for more recent references Bailey, Prolexis, 
1967, 176; Gershevitch, In memoriam V. Minorsky, 1971, 289 fn. 44.—For further 
examples of du > & see Henning, Sogdica, 1940, 33 (Sogd. *xsn'm ‘absolution, pardon’; 
or is this a calque *ha-xsnd-ma- of the Greek ovy-yv@-pn?), and, after Bailey, Gershe- 
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any case, waspuhr is sufficient to prove that epenthetic airan- (from 
*aryanam) would have developed into *drdn, and therefore that éran 
must be based on arydnadm. And that means that there is a funda- 
mental cleavage between the two branches of Aryan. 

But to return to Thieme’s main argument. As we have seen, Thieme 
abstains from all comparison outside the Aryan group. Only in the 
final part of his work does he venture a comparison—with Greek. 
For, analyzing certain Vedic compounds (157 f.), he finds that their 
element ari-, ri- is palpably identical with the Homeric prefix apt-, épt-. 
Thus, e.g., ari-gurtd-, aristutad- ‘vom Fremdling gepriesen, gelobt’, 
ari-dhayas- ‘dem Fremdling Labung bietend’ “‘diirfen als véllig gesichert 
gelten’’ (160), and are to be equated with Homeric éptxvdnc¢ ‘famous’ 
(from ‘die Rihmung des Fremdlings besitzend’), etc. On the other 
hand, risaddas- is to be interpreted (158) as ‘Sorge fiir den Fremdling 
hegend’ and contains ri-, nil-grade of ari-, and Saddas- to be equated 
with xijdoc; ri- itself is reflected by dpi- (160), and the type by 
a&pt-yvatds ‘leicht dem Fremdling erkennbar’, apt-ogaAjes ‘den Fremd- 
ling zu Fall bringend, tiickisch fiir den Fremdling’ (161 f.). 

The upshot of the disquisition, then, is simply that an IE word 
*eri- ‘stranger’, which survives in some Homeric compounds, but not 
as an independent word>?’, acquired particular importance in the 
Aryan world, and there led to the creation of the terms aryd-, with the 
derivative arya-man-, and arya-. 
31.3.4.2. While accepting Thieme’s semantic reconstruction in general, 
Specht thought (1944: 42f.) that in point of etymology it was capable 
of improvement and needed an essential modification 5?®. Since in 
Indo-European the suffixes -i- and -en- can alternate (cf. apyt- : argen- 
-tum), ari- ‘stranger’ and arana- ‘foreign, distant’ must be connected 


vitch, 0.¢., 275 (Sogd. sm"dén ‘perfume’). One further certain instance of (secondary) 
Gi > dis Pahl. bastdn ‘always, often’ from *ba(d)istan, cp. Gershevitch 1959 : 206-207. 

$27 Since the ablaut-relation between the two Greek forms, but also the meaning 
causes considerable difficulties—the Greek adjectives imply no more than ‘very’—I may 
be permitted to recall that I have recently traced both forms to Anatolia, see Gnomon 
43, 1971, 667-8.—For further views see F. Sommer, Zur Geschichte der Griechischen 
Nominalkomposita, 1948, 138; Durante, in: Indogermanische Dichtersprache (ed. R. 
Schmitt, 1968), 320 (first : 1962); Wathelet, Les traits éoliens dans la langue de l"épopée 
grecque, 1970, 358-9; A. Moreschini Quattordio, Studi e Saggi linguistici 13, 1973, 
185-195.—As to ri-, note that Thieme’s only real piece of evidence has been rendered 
somewhat uncertain by K. Hoffmann’s alternative analysis *risd-adas- ‘Speise rupfend = 
wahlerisch’ (1976: 564 fn. 16). 

528 It may be mentioned here that, in passing (427), Specht rejects Wiist’s suggestion 
that arya- belongs with the Latin ardre, etc., and so drya- meant ‘ploughman’, amongst 
athers because the root ar- is not found in Aryan. 
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with IE *alyo- in Lat. alius, Gothic aljis, etc. (cp. Ind. aranani ksetrani 
with OHG elilenti, OE elpéod): “jeder Zweifel an einer Verwandt- 
schaft zwischen ari-, aryd-, arana- und idg. *alyos wird aber dadurch 
beseitigt’’ (49) that RV arandni ksetrdni is in the AV rendered by 
anya-ksetrani. The pronouns *swe- ‘own’ and *alyos ‘alien’ reflect the 
relations of the joint family (50). 

Specht rightly notes (48°) that the idea is not novel: Fick had in 

the late last century already suggested that arya- ‘Genosse, comrade’ (!) 
might bear the same relation to *alyos as Slavic drugs ‘comrade’, 
Lithu. draugas ‘friend, comrade’ do to Slavic drugyje ‘other, second’ 529, 
But neither his, nor Specht’s idea has met with favour**°, and, as 
we shall see further on, quite rightly so. 
31.3.5. Thieme’s unified picture was, on the whole, welcomed by the 
French historian of religions, Georges Dumézil, also (: “une précieuse 
contribution’’). But already in his first communication on the matter 
he insisted (1941: 41f.) that ari- was not simply a ‘stranger’ but 
denoted people who had the same cult and worshipped the same 
gods (42); the difficulties which a plain ‘stranger’ caused to Vedic 
exegesis, would, he thought (45), disappear ‘“‘si le mot ari- contenait 
deja l’essential du sens ... Grya-, c’est-a-dire ne faisait pas référence a 
n’importe quels ‘étrangers’, mais seulement a ceux avec qui un groupe 
d’Indiens védiques quelconque se reconnaissait des liens d’aryanisme”’; 
ari- would be the collective ‘ensemble du monde aryen’ or the generic 
‘!aryen moyen’, the ‘average Aryan’ (46, 48). 

A member of this ari-community, that is the arya-, is, of course, 
primarily ‘appartenant au monde aryen’, in accord with the usage of 
Avestan airya (51); drya- is partly ‘concernant un étre arya’, partly, 
as a substantive, ‘l>homme arya’ (55). This also clarifies Aryaman’s 
position : he was not so much, as is suggested by Thieme, the ‘spirit of 
hospitality’ as ‘die durch Gastfreundschaft Verbundenen’, but this 
must in Dumeézil’s view (59) be reinterpreted as ‘l’ensemble des gens 
se reconnaissant comme arya’. 

The essential difference between Thieme and Dumézil is precisely 


329 See Fick, Vgl. Wb. der idg. Sprachen I, 41890, 356. 

53° One might mention, perhaps, that Mayrhofer was at one time impressed by 
*ali- (see GRM 33, 1952, 327, and I 49, 52, but no longer at III 632-634), and 
Wagner has suggested (e.g. ZCP 33, 1974, 307) that Welsh ei! ‘second’ in the oldest 
texts has the meanings ‘son’ or ‘heir to the throne’ also; but even if this should be the 
case, the institution of ‘heir’ as ‘second (in government)’ is too well known to need 
such far-fetched comparisons, cp., for the Iranian world, Szemerényi, Monumentum 
H.S. Nyberg IJ, 1975, 365 f. 
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this point: that ari- contains right from the beginning a reference to 
an ethnic unit, to the Aryans (cf. again 1958b: 73f.). The debate that 
ensued, led to an increasingly precise formulation of certain details. 
Aryaman is not the god of hospitality, says Dumeézil (1958a: 108 f.), 
but the god of marriage, and arya- has here, too, “une valeur de 
nationalité” (113), or, as it is later formulated, Aryaman is the “patron 
des hommes ‘Arya’ en tant que formant société” (1966: 204). It also 
becomes more difficult to believe that a term like ‘*wirtlich” (hospitable) 
could be applied as an ethnic to a whole people (1958b : 69). 

Just as Thieme’s forte lay in the precise philological interpretation 
of Rigvedic passages, so Dumézil, too, thought it important to give 
a convincing counter-interpretation of the same passages. To bring 
just a couple of samples, Thieme suggested (1938: 45-46) that at 
RV 9, 79, 3, 

uta svdsya@ ardtyd arir hi $a 
ulanydsya aratya vfko hi sah 
meant 
‘“‘(Schiitze} vor eigener, vor anderer (i.e. vor jeglicher) drdti; sie 
(oder : das, was die drati ist) ist ja der Fremdling (der den Frieden 
bedroht), sie ist ja der Wolf”. 

But, according to Dumézil (1941: 49f.; cf. 1958a: 113f., 1958b: 
75), this minimizes the opposition svd-anyd; the correct translation 
IS : 

[Protege] de la Nuissance propria: car c’est lari! 
[Protége] de la Nuissance aliena: car c’est le loup!**! 
And just as here ari cannot be simply ‘stranger’, so at RV 10, 28, 1 
visvo hy anyé arir & jagama 
maméd dha §vdsuro na Jagama 
Thieme’s translation (1938 : 7): “Ist doch jeder andere, [namlich jeder] 
ari gkommen *>*, mein eigener Schwiegervater aber ist nicht gekom- 
men” is to be replaced by 
‘“tout le reste de la communauté aryenne est venu (a mon festin), 
et mon beau-pére, celui d’entre les aryens qui me touche du plus 
prés, n’est pas venu!”’ (Dumézil 1941 : 50)%°. 


$34 While accepting Dumézil’s interpretation as correct, Gershevitch nevertheless 
opines (BSOAS 22, 1959, 155A) that this does not disprove Thieme’s interpretation of 
ari. 

332 Cp. Thieme 1957 a: 73 (together with 15 and 75): “Every other guest has 
come ...”’. 

533 Cp. Dumézil 1958 b: 79, 81 fn. 18. 
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That ari- belongs to the circle of people who can be described as 
sva-, has of course been noted by others also, cf. in particular Renou’s 
formulation : “‘ari- en tant qu’ennemi est né du clan, il n’est pas un 
agresseur venu de loin’ *3*. And there can be little doubt that RV 10, 
28, 1, would give a better sense if ari- were not just ‘stranger’ or ‘guest’, 
nor simply ‘Aryan’ but ‘kinsman’—what is what the father-in-law is. 
This point will turn out to be of importance, see 31.3.8.7. 

31.3.6. Whereas Thieme and Dumézil, in their different ways, both 
try to reduce the historical variety to an original unity, from the late 
fifties an opposite tendency has been gathering momentum. 

31.3.6.1. In several wide-ranging articles Bailey has urged that the 
group in question consists of several unrelated subgroups *?°, 

(1) The IE root *ar- ‘get’ gave, in Iranian, *ar-ya- ‘thing gotten, 
wealth, thing’ seen in Pahl. (etc.) er, hér, and (from *y-ya-?) Parth. ir 
‘thing’ (1960a : 72f.). 

The word is also found in Av. aryaman-: “I now sce [in it] the 
warden and dispenser of possessions of the Great House whence he 
displays hospitality and creates a clientéle in a special relation of host 
and guest. In the Gathas this relationship is changed in a religious 
reforming community to little beyond a sense of belonging to a group 
as a friend ...” (75). This is explained by the analysis arya-man-, i.e. 
‘wealth’ and ‘think’, here as ‘take thought for, care for, act as warden’ 
(78, cf. 88f.). 

The root, which is well attested in Iranian, is only found in isolated 
nominal forms in Indian (83 f.). RV aryd- ‘svamin-’ is ‘owner, posses- 
sor of wealth’ from *ar- with agent suffix -ya-. But aryd- n. ‘wealth’ 
may be present (as a hapax!) at RV 8, 33, 14 (84 f.)59°; and the 
phrase tird aryé (RV 7, 68, 2; 4, 29, 1) which here is taken to have the 
genitive of ari- (85) is shortly after thought **’ to have a neuter s-stem 
aryas- and so to mean ‘beyond the wealth’. 

Since, according to Yaska, ari- is ‘foe’ but also isvara- ‘master’, 
Bailey thinks (85) that the meaning ‘owner of wealth’ would suit RV 
8, 2, 14°38, 


$34 See Renou, Etudes védiques et paninécnnes 2, 1956, 109, and cp. 210; also 3, 
1957, 27. 

5353 See in particular Bailey 1960a: 71-107, but also (a brief summary as it were) 
1960b : 19-21. In the latter paper (19 fn. 3) Bailey criticizes Thieme. 

536 See on this passage Thieme 1938: 78 also. 

337 Cp. Bailey, TPS 1960, 88. 

538 Thieme (1938: 29 f.) has ‘Fremdling’. 
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Finally, a noun 2arnas- ‘wealth’ is also traced to this root>*?. 

(2) An Aryan root “*ar- ‘bear, beget’ (pcple ‘born’), attested by 
Ossetic (Iron) adryn/ard is taken (99 f.) to be the basis of Iran. arya- 
‘noble’, originally ‘well-born’ (cp. dz@ta-). In view of Engl. get-beget 
it is even assumed that, ultimately, this *ar- may merely show a 
specialized use of *ar- ‘to get’. 

Ind. @rya-, as a vrddhi form, is then simply ‘connected with nobles’ 
(103). 

(3) Finally, ari- ‘foe’ is traced to a root ar- ‘attack’ (105 f.) which 
is well attested in Iranian, and less well in Indian **°. 

As in most works of Bailey, the reasoning is strictly deductive or 
aprioristic : an assumed basic root is found in certain passages. This 
is particularly disquieting with hapax legomena, here arya- ‘wealth’; 
or ari- ‘master’ taken as ‘owner’ although the two meanings are by 
no means identical. 

In the case of aryaman- it is ignored that the original meaning is 
in all likelihood the abstract-collective, and without further explanation 
the Gathic usage is said to be more recent than that found outside it. 
Furthermore, man- is said to be used in the sense of ‘care for’, although 
there is no evidence for this >*'. 

As to Iran. arya-, the assumed root “ar- ‘beget, be born’ is unknown 
in any dialect, whether Iranian or otherwise; the assumed Ossetic form 
is in fact war-, and its original meaning, still attested, was ‘to find’ >*?, 
a fact completely ignored in Bailey’s analysis °*°, although very dama- 
ging to it. 
31.3.6.2. If I am not mistaken, Benveniste has only once discussed 
our problem (1969: 367-373)°**,. His views, he declared, were close 
to those of Dumézil, and he certainly did not approve of Thieme’s 
results: “Définir les Aryens comme ‘les hospitaliers’ est une vue 
éloignée de toute réalité historique : 4 aucun moment, un peuple, quel 
qu'il soit, ne s’est appelé ‘les hospitaliers’” (371). Ethnic names fall 
into two groups: they are either ‘decorative’ attributes like ‘Strong’, 


539 On the echo of this assumption see Mayrhofer III: 633. 

349 See on this point Ingrid Kiihn, MSS 28, 1970, 89-104. 

$41 Even Grassmann’s meaning (12) is not what would be needed for this compound; 
see Geldner’s translation of RV 406, 15; 488, 29; 520, 8; 677, 13; 828, 5; 1005, 3. 

$42 See Abajev 1958: 73-74. 

343 Bailey 1960a: 82-83. 

$44 To be sure, Benveniste had once before (1962: 110) touched on ari-, arya- but 
without elaborating his views on the Aryan terms. His interpretation of the Hittite 
words will be discussed further on, see 31.3.7.2. 
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‘Excellent’, etc., or else they just mean ‘men’; cp. for this Solmsen 
1922 : 95-110, also. 

As to the status of the ari-, it can be stated (372) that he is always 
of the same people as the speaker, never a member of an enemy 
nation. From RV 10, 28, 1 (quoted above, 31.3.5.) we may even 
conclude that Indra, who is plaintively addressed by his daughter- 
in-law, together with the other ari-s, forms the other moiety of an 
exogamous society**°. The name of Aryaman, who in the Vedas 
establishes friendships and assures marriages, also reflects this ethnic 
significance : it means “‘d’esprit arya’, ““he who thinks/regards himself 
as an arya”. 

On the matter of etymology, Benveniste recalls (373) that ari-, arya- 
have often been connected with Gk. dpi- ‘very’ and d&pictoc ‘best, 
excellent’, so that their meaning would be ‘eminent, superior’. ‘Mais 
rien n’impose ce rappochement, et, au point de départ, l’idée d’un 
comportement mutuel (que l’acception soit favorable ou non) est plus 
sensible dans ari-, arya- que celle d’une qualification élogieuse”’. But, 
he concludes, only new data will allow us to pronounce on the etymon. 

The new data will be presented below. But a few words shall be said 
here about a conceivable etymology, if only to draw attention to 
this possibility. 

The IE term for ‘man’ (or rather ‘he-man’), which can be recon- 
structed as *nér or *Hner (cf. Pokorny 1959 : 765), presents in histori- 
cal times as derivatives Ind. narya-, Av. nairya- ‘manly, manful’, with 
full-grade of the stem**®. But at an carlicr stage, a nil-grade forma- 
tion “*zr-yo- would have been more in accord with early formative 
principles, and this would have given Aryan *arya- with the very 
suitable meaning ‘the manly ones’; a superlative *yr-isto- would account 
for Gk. &piotoc. 

At first sight, it would seem that this derivation breaks down on 
the well-known fact that, in Indo-European, whenever two sonants 
were before a consonant, it was the second sonant that functioned as 
a syllabic **’: instead of *yr-yo- we should have *ny-yo-. But, seeing 


545 This view had been voiced by Benveniste in his London lectures, see Gonda, 
Lingua 5, 1956, 219. 

5“® The same full-grade accounts not only for Slavic norve (sce Pokorny, /.c.) but 
also for Latin neruos which originally meant ‘strength, virility’ and was only later 
localized as ‘muscle, sinew’. 

$47 Cp. Gauthiot, Mél. Meillet, 1902, 57 f.; Kurytowicz, Etudes indo-curopéennes I, 
1935, 86; 1968: 201; Szemerényi 1970: 101 (: types ayu7, aTyuT). These sources also 
discuss the development of two sonants before a vowel. 
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that, if two sonants are before a vowel, it is the first that functions as 
a syllabic, we could rescue the derivation by assuming that originally 
an -i-stem was formed, i.e. *nr-i- ‘manly’, which in both Greek and 
Aryan led to *ari-; the thematized form would give *arya- in Indo- 
Iranian. 

31.3,6.3. A quite different, one might say sociological, line is devel- 
oped by the Ceylonese scholar M. Palihawadana in a brief article. An 
ari- is always a rich and powerful person, he says, a chief of some sort 
who Is, accordingly, a generous employer or benefactor to a poet-priest. 
But not infrequently he is also malevolent,. injurious. Some kind of 
tribal chief could meet the requirements of such a double-faced term, 
says our author, and points out that “the ari-led tribes could probably 
be counted among the so-called ‘Indra-neglecting’? men whom the 
RV hymns so frequently denounce” (91, cf. RV 1, 4, 3-5). He finds 
direct evidence for such chiefs in the three hymns (7, 18; 7, 33; 7, 83) 
which mention the war that the Bharata prince Sudas fought against 
the ten kings ‘‘who were not devoted to the sacrificial cult”. From 
all this hé concludes that (1) ari often designates a chief of some tribe 
hostile to Indra; (2) ari often appears in a favourable light: this must 
reflect the process of tribal integration in Vedic times; (3) the ari 
often institutes competitive festivals, there he often appears as a rival 
or opponent. 

The author’s advice (92) “not to translate the word ari’, and his 
admonition that the post-Vedic meaning (“‘enemy’’) “‘only -tends to 
confuse us when we attempt to understand its usage in the Rgveda 
hymns” cannot prevent us from noting that his solution remains 
nebulous, and the suggested meaning “chief” is neither based on any 
evidence nor does it account for the derivatives arya-, drya-. 
31.3.6.4. To return to Europe. In a recent paper, L.R. Palmer has 
suggested that Bailey was looking for the solution in the right direc- 
tion but his *ar- ‘beget’, for which there is no evidence, must be 
replaced by *ar- ‘possess’ which is attested by Hitt. Aar(k)- ‘hold, 
have’; accordingly, arya- is the ‘man of property’ (: ari- is ‘a piece of 
landed property which was a mark of social class’, p. 17), and so a 
‘nobleman’. 

I must confess that I cannot see how the Aryans could have hit 
upon the idea of singling out landed property as an indicator of social 
class during their migrations. It seems quite clear that this notion is 
based on an unwarranted generalization of certain ideas gleaned from 
the study of Mycenaean society, and perhaps supplemented by ele- 
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ments taken from Western European social history. Nor can it be 
regarded as an advance in method that an unattested ari- ‘property’ 
is invented but no thought is given to the well-attested ari-, the root 
of all our evils. 

31.3.7. The long-awaited ‘new data’ arrived at the beginning of the 
sixties. They were discovered by two French scholars, independently 
it would seem. Nonetheless, here they shall be treated in the indis- 
putable chronological order. 

31.3.7.1, As we have hinted already (31.1.5.), in a brief study, publish- 
ed in 1960, Laroche showed the wider importance of certain Hittite 
terms for Ind. ari- and related terms. The term arawa- ‘free (of im- 
post)’ can be derived with the suffix -wa- from ara- which is well-known 
in the sense ‘comrade’; it can denote members of a religious collegium, 
soldiers of the same rank, etc. Even if one is unwilling to accept the 
derivation and the statement that arawa- are those who belong to the 
‘société des égaux’, ‘a J’assemblée des pairs’, at this point anyone 
familiar with Dumeézil’s three classes will ask whether ara- can be rela- 
ted to Ind. ari-, who, according to Dumézil’s definition, is ‘celui qui 
appartient au groupe social exclusif’. 

The formal divergence, says Laroche, is against a direct equation. 
But there is a further term to consider, i.e. dra, which is frequent in the 
negative phrase U.UL a-a-ra ‘nefas’, ‘taboo’; the positive ara is what 
is permitted by and so in accord with national customs. Because of 
its form, dra must be the neuter plural of an adjective, cither of an 
i-stem (cf. suppi-: suppa) or of an a-stem. Since the spelling a-a-ra 
occurs 32 times, and a-ra three times only, we can posit a stem 
Gri-, with @ as in Ind. Gri- (‘), though an a-stem ara- is still possible. 
We thus obtain a coherent triad : 
ara/i- ‘propre au groupe social, national’ d’ou ‘juste, convenable’, 
ara- ‘individu appartenant a un group social’ d’ou ‘camarade, amr’, 
arawa- ‘cclui qui a les qualités de l’ara-" d’ot ‘noble, libre’. 

The core of this construct is the social term ara- which easily gives 
rise to the adjective arawa-; it can also easily supply the vrddhied 
adjective dri-°**, The only difficulty is that the semantic side is not 
as clear as it is thought to be, see further on. 
31.3.7.2. Two years after Laroche's study, Benveniste also discussed 
this group of words (1962: 108f.). He starts from (UL) dra which is 
to be compared to Aryan ara- ‘right, correct’, also an archaic survival, 


548 Cp. Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954: 303 f. 
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an ancient derivative of the root ar- (Ved. sta-, etc.). The scope of our 
enquiry can be enlarged if we include the homonymous ara- (m.) 
‘companion, friend’. The difference in the quantity of the initial vowel 
probably indicates an ancient etymological [= derivational?] relation: 
“mais les deux ara- ne sont pas inconciliables” (109). The phrase 
aras aran ‘one anothcr’ (cp. Russ. drug druga) points up a certain 
reciprocity : “‘on peut alors imaginer que h. ara- ‘compagnon’ signifie 
proprement ‘qui s‘ajuste, qui s‘adapte’; le rapport est par la établi 
avec le neutre ara désignant la ‘convenance’, ‘l’appropriation’ comme 
norme morale et religieuse, ce qui est en somme Il’équivalent formel 
et notionnel de véd. sia- ... d'un cété ara n. ‘état de ce qui est 
adapté > conformité, justice’, de l'autre ““gra- ‘celui qui est adapté, 
conforme > compagnon; membre d'une paire’, dérivant ensemble 
de *ar-”. 

It is a pity that the Aryan end of the comparison is left in the air: 
“il n'est pas difficile de voir que hitt. “Yara- ‘compagnon (réciproque)’, 
dans cette interprétation, fournit a son tour le maillon d’une nouveau 
rapprochement de grande portée, avec le groupe indo-iranien, spéciale- 
ment védique, de ari-, drya-. Chacun pourra élaborer une démonstra- 
tion dont nous nous contentons d’indiquer les jalons” (110) **°. 
31.3.8. There can be no doubt that the Anatolian data have brought 
about a revolutionary change. Before, as we have scen, it had been 
possible to hesitate between two main views: the ari- was basically 
the ‘stranger’ or else a ‘member of the same group (tribe, nation)’. 
The notion of ‘stranger’ could only lead via the difficult stages of 
‘gastlich’ and/or ‘wirtlich’ to the real meaning of ‘Aryan’, and that 
was hardly acceptable. But was there any evidence for the—of course, 
a priori more likely—guess that ari- was a member of the same group? 

This question has now been answered and settled: Hitt. ara- ‘com- 
panion, mate’ proves the same original range of meaning for Ind. ari- 
also. 


$49 It may be mentioned here that, according to V.V. Ivanov (ObSéeindojevropejs- 
kaja, praslavjanskaja i anatoliskaja jazykovyje sistemy, Moscow 1965, 39; and Etimo- 
logija (1971), 1973, 302 f.), ariyatalis, an attribute (hapax!) of the weather-god in the 
Tunnawi-text, contains ari- which is “no doubt identical with Hitt. ara’, and means 
‘friendly’. This is not impossible but the further suggestion made repeatedly elsewhere 
(see Ivanov & Toporov, Issledovanija v oblasti slavjanskix drevnostcj, Moscow 1974, 
160) that Slavic kovars ‘smith’ may be equated with Ved. kavdri- = *kava -ari- (: “mate 
of the stingy”’?, see Mayrhofer I 187) docs not account for the meaning (“the who plots 
against the stranger’’!) and ignores that Kovare is simply an agent-noun with -are- from 
*kow- ‘strike, smite’. 
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But the Anatolian evidence has in part been used in an unacceptable 
manner and this calls for a careful scrutiny. 
31.3.8.1. However, before we turn to the formal problems involved, 
we must first look at the semantic assumptions made by the French 
scholars. Neither of them seems to have any difficulty in reconciling 
the meanings of ara- m.f. ‘companion, mate’ and ara- n. ‘right, good, 
beneficial’. Laroche achieves this by simply positing a basic ‘social 
group’—which is not attested at all'—and assuming that the genus 
commune denoted the individual who was a member of the group, 
and the neuter the thing that was characteristic of the group. But no 
word is said about what formal element would carry the seme indica- 
ting this relation®*®. Benveniste suggests that, starting from a root 
*ar- seen in Ved. sta- (and so meaning ‘to fit’?), we can understand 
‘companion’ as ‘qui s'ajuste, qui s’adapte’ or ‘qui est adapté, conforme’, 
and ‘right, good” as ‘ce qui est adapté’, that is ‘conformité, justice’. 
While one might acquiesce in the latter suggestion, there is not a 
whit of evidence or probability that a ‘companion’ ever started life 
as ‘someone adjusted’. On the strength of a long list of words for 
‘companion’ Buck can state (1949: 1346) that: “‘Words for ‘compa- 
nion’ include derivatives of a pronominal stem meaning ‘one’s own’, 
of verbs for ‘follow, attend’, of adjectives for ‘common’, and various 
compounds of a prefix for ‘with’’—but there is not one example of 
anything remotely resembling an ‘“‘adjusted person”. 
31.3.8.2. The semantic strangeness of the assumption is closely mat- 
ched by a formal peculiarity. Benveniste seems to be unaware of it 
but Laroche clearly states the fact that the word for ‘right, good’ 
occurs 32 x with the spelling a-a-ra, and only 3 x as a-ra, and this 
fact cannot be brushed aside without further ado, especially if we 
know that ‘companion’ appears in the consistent spelling a-ra-. Sturte- 
vant had suggested before the last war that a-a must be read as aya>>!, 
and after the war Goetze repeatedly insisted that the spellings a-a-an-za 
‘hot’, a-a-pi ‘sacrificial pit’, a-a-ra ‘right, proper’ were to be inter- 
preted as ayants, ayapi- and ayara°**, On the last occasion he pro- 


$39 The formal mechanism would be present in the neuter, if it were really dri- (see, 
however, the text further on), namely vrddhi and changed stem-class. Even then it is 
surprising that a non-existent Ind. ari- (with d) is invented to make the idea more 
palatable. 

$31 See Sturtevant, Lg. 14, 1938, 70; Sturtevant-Hahn 1951 : 18 with fn. 23, 53, 167. 

532 See Goetze, JAOS 74, 1954, 187 A; and cf. JCS 16, 1962, 32; 18, 1964, 96 fn. 
33; 22, 1968, 17-18. — Already in 1930 Goetze had stated (see: Neue Bruchstiicke zum 
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nounced on this word, Goetze went so far as to state: “I am sorry 
that the combinations of E. Laroche ... and everything that depends 
on them (including E. Benveniste ...) are to me inacceptable”’. 

We have seen already (5.6.1. p. 29) that Kammenhuber 1s unwilling 
to accept the reading aya- of the spelling a-a. Kronasser was 
more willing to admit the reading aya, for which he even adduced 
(1966: 98) an excellent new example in the form a-a-ra-hi ‘Gold’ 
corresponding to Hurrian /i-ya-ru-he and so certainly to be read as 
ayarahi; but on the whole he thought (27) that a-a-ra might be an 
attempt to differentiate the spelling of this word from that of a-ra. 
But if this idea should prove to be right at all, then it must imply that, 
contrary to the interpretation suggested by Laroche and Benveniste, 
the speakers were unaware of any connexion between dra and ara-. 

If, thus, the kind of connexion envisaged between a-a-ra and a-ra- is 
unacceptable, the question arises whether we can offer a solution for 
a-a-ra. To begin with, if a-a-ra is not ara or dra, then we must state 
at the outset that comparison with Aryan ara- is out of the question **°. 
Starting from the alternative, a form ayara, Goetze suggested that 
this must be connected with Hitt. iya-, Luw. aya- ‘make, do’>***, 
without explaining how a connexion could be conceived of. 

Since the negative phrase UL a-a-ra was in the early phase of 
Hittite studies often interpreted as “‘ist nicht Brauch” °°, that is “‘it is 
not done’’, one might indeed try to derive ayara- from the verb ‘make, 
do’. One possibility would be to regard the phrase natta *ayari as 
containing the passive of the verb, i.e. literally ‘it ts not done’; ayari 
was then interpreted as an adjective, and produced, as suggested by 
Laroche, the neuter plural ayara. Alternatively, the verbal root aya- 
could, with the suffix -(ajr-, produce the neuter noun *ayar ‘the 
doing’, from which the adjective ayar-a- could be derived***. In 
either case, root-form and formation seem to suggest a Luwism. The 


groBen Text des Hattusili, repr. 1970, 30 fn. 4) that: “Wegen der Orthographie trage 
ich Bedenken es mit aras (stets a-ra- usw.) etymologisch zu verbinden”. 

553 Tischler, KZ 86, 1973, 271, argues that Hitt. dra- cannot be connected with Ind. 
ari-/arya- because the latter originally mcant *Fremdling’ and its form was “ali-; it ts 
amazing to see how hypotheses can be erected into verities. 

$34 Goetze, JAOS 74, 1954, 187 fn. 7. But the further suggestion that Gk. {cpd¢ from 
{apds might be compared. does not seem to be helpful. 

333 See Goetze, Neue Bruchstiicke zum groBen Text des Hattusili, 1930, 30-31. 

$36 See Kronasser 1966: 271 f. — Note that Sommer's definition (Die Abhijava- 
Urkunden, 1932, 97: ‘nach gétulichem oder menschlichem Gesetz oder Brauch zu tun 
oder zu behandeln erlaubt") puts too much emphasis on the positive a-a-ra whereas 
the usage clearly points to the precedence of the negative turn. 
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negative, ‘it is not done’, ‘it is not a good thing’ then led to the positive 
ayara ‘done, good thing’. 

31.3.8.3. Since we have already decided (see 31.1.5. above) that 
arawa- is not to be derived from ara-, and now find that a-a-ra has 
likewise nothing to do with it, we have in fact concluded that of 
Laroche’s original triad only ara- is left for the purposes of comparison 
with Ind. ari-/arya-. 

In compensation we may point out that, generally ignored in our 
context, there is a clear derivative of our word, i.e. the verb arallai-. It 
is attested once in the 2.sg.pret. in Puduhepa’s statement : 

nu-mu ANA Hattusili arallait 
‘du (Gottheit) hast mich dem Hattusili (als Gattin) beigesellt’ or 
‘Hattusili, to whom thou ... didst associate me’55’. Since, however, 
the verb derives from ara-, a much more appropriate rendering would 
seem to be: ‘thou gavest me as a mate to Hattusilis’ or ‘with whom 
thou matedst me’. 

As to the formation of arallai-, Kronasser (1966: 509) thinks that it 
is perhaps formed with a suffix -(al)laye- directly from ara-*5*. But 
it is surely inevitable to start from a basic aralla-, in independent form 
aralli-, which was simply a derivative of ara- with the well-known 
suffix -alla-/-alli- and meant ‘belonging to the mate, companion’, or 
simply ‘mate’; cf. isharalli- ‘pricstess of Ishara’. For the suffix of the 
verb cp. handa- : handaye-; hila-: hilaye- ‘have a halo’; irha-: irhaye-; 
sarli-: sarlaye-; tarpanalli-: tarpanallaye-; warri-: anda warraye-*°°, 
31.3.8.4. The importance for our problem of the noun ara- m. f. 
‘companion, mate’ calls for some illustration of its use. 

In the bilingual text of Hattusili it is said : 

(nu-za-kdn SES-as SES-an) kururi kwenta 
[a-ra-as-ma-za-kan a-ra-an kwelata 
‘da t6tete der Bruder den Bruder in der Fehde, der Freund aber totete 
den Freund’ °°, 
A very similar sequence occurs in the Annals of Mursili: 
nu-za SES-as SES-an kattan peskit 


557 These are the translations of Kronasser (1966: 480) and Goetze (The Hittite 
ritual of Tunnawi, 1938, 44) respectively. 

°3® This view is given a curious twist by Tischler (KZ 86, 1973, 272) who accepts 
derivation with -alliya- (') from an aralla- *Zusammensein’. 

$59 Cp. Kronasser 1966: 475 f. 

$60 F. Sommer & A. Falkenstein, Die hethitisch-akkadische Bilingue des Hattusili I, 
1938, 10: 11 75-76. 
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(-¥a-rja-as-ma-za ““q-ra-an kattan peskit 

(nu-kan 1-jas l-an kwaskit 
‘und der Bruder verriet den Bruder, der Freund aber verriet den 
Freund, und einer t6tete den anderen’>*°!, 

In both passages the rendering of aras with ‘friend’ might seem 
imprecise; not inconceivably aras could indicate a wider circle of 
relatives than brothers, e.g. ‘kinsmen’. But in other cases a relationship 
other than kinship is clearly envisaged. 

In the Laws we find : 

ari-si-ma-at O-UL tezzi “aras-a O-UL sakki 
‘er sagt es aber seinem Gefahrten nicht und der Gefahrte weiss es 
nicht’; ‘he does not tell it, however, to his fellow (-herdsman), and 
his fellow (-herdsman) unwittingly ...’ 5°. 

Here the two men do not seem to be blood relations at all, and the 
same applies to another passage from the Laws (Friedrich 36-37 : I 55) 
where the parties concerned Just have in common that they are vassals 
of the king : 

mahhan ares-smes, sumes appenissan esten 
‘wie eure Genossen, so sollt ihr sein’. 

But it is quite clear that aras aran, aras ari(si), and similar phrases 
often have no real reference to ‘mate’, let alone to ‘friend’, they simply 
express, like the Russ. drug druga, etc., ‘one (to) the other’, ‘one 
another’, ‘einander’*°®>. In the texts published under the title Hethi- 
lische Dienstanweisungen (1957, repr. 1967) Einar von Schuler renders 
the phrase in all its occurrences with “ein Freund einen Freund”’, etc., 
but it is nowhere clear from the context that there is ever any thought 
of friendship °°*. 

To sum up. We can say that ara- originally indicates a fairly close 
relationship between equals although it cannot be decided whether 
it implied blood-relation or simply the relationship associated with 
our ‘mate’. As far as I can see there is no evidence for ara- denoting a 
‘friend’. In iterative turns such as aras aran, etc., the original meaning 
has completely vanished, the turn is simply the expression of reci- 


$64 Goetze, Die Annalen des Mursilis (1933, repr. 1967), 192: KBo II 5 IV 16. 

$62 J. Friedrich, Die hethitischen Gesetze, 1959, 74-75 : II 48, 25-26; Goetze, JCS 20, 
1966, 130. Note also Goetze (ANET 195): “does not tell his partner and the partner 
unknowingly .. 

5©3 See already Sommer, Ahhijava-Urkunden, 1932, 174-175. 

5¢* See p. 15, § 29, 7; p. 16, § 34, 43; p. 27, § 24, 5; p. 30, 931’. 3 
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procity, for which we can compare the Lat. alius alium, Ind. anyo ‘nyam, 
and (confined to the plural) Greek GAANAovG. 

31.3.8.5. Having clarified the usage of ara-, we must now ask whether 
its etymon can be established. 

We have seen already (31.3.8.1.) that the derivation from “ar- ‘fit, 
fix’ is semantically unacceptable. I would also say that the phonetically 
not impossible derivation from “nr-i- (see 31.3.6.2.) is semantically 
unlikely since it insists too much on the notion of ‘virility’. Less objec- 
tionable is, at first sight, the suggestion that ara- ‘companion, friend’ 
may belong with Gk. &poc°°*; unfortunately, nothing is known 
about the prehistory of this group*®®, not even whether its €- is not 
prothetic, so that the root would be *res- or *ré-, or sim., and not *er-. 

But, of course, in spite of possible prejudices, it is not impossible 
that the word 1s not even of Indo-European origin! It is of some 
interest to recall at this point Bartholomae’s statement (1906: 118): 
“Ich glaube doch, daB *arya- ebenso wie *drya- urspriinglich nichts 
anderes war als eine Bezeichnung fiir den Arier und das Ariertum ... 
Welche Bedeutung das Wort eigentlich gchabt hat, wissen wir nicht 
und kénnen es auch durch etymologische Zerlegung nicht ermitteln. 
Steht es ja doch gar nicht einmal fest, daB das Wort auch wirklich 
indogermanisch ist. Als Volksname kénnte es leicht fremdsprachiger 
Herkunft sein™ (my italics, O. Sz.). And it seems to me that that is 
indeed the case. 
31.3.8.6. The Ugaritic texts employ quite frequently the word ary, 
which Gordon renders with ‘kinsman’, Aistleitner with ‘Verwandter, 
Anverwandter, Sippenmitglied’ but also ‘Genosse’5®’. The following 


55 So Kronasser 1956: 221; Studies Whatmough 128. ~—- I should note here that HH 
ara/i was at first thought to mcan ‘descendant’ (sec Bossert, AfO 17, 1955, 70; Meriggi, 
Manuale di eteo geroglifico 1, Rome 1966, 35 f.; Stcinherr, MSS 32, 1974, 121), in 
which case it could possibly have had some connexion with our ara- ‘companion, 
kinsman’. But more recent research points to a quite different meaning ‘generation, time, 
age’, cf. J.D. Hawkins—A. Morpurgo-Davies--G. Neumann, Hittite Hicroglyphs and 
Luwian (Nachrichten der Akad. Wiss. Gottingen, 1973/6), 1974, 43 f. = [185 f.]; Haw- 
kins, Anatolian Studies 25, 1975, 137; Hawkins—Morpurgo-Davies. JRAS (1975), 1976, 
130. 

56® Cp. Chantraine 1970, 364. 

$®7 In the following passages the texts are quoted from Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook 
(Rome 1965); ¢.g. 51 is text no. 51 in Gordon. The reference (with the = sign) is the 
text-reference in J. Aistleitner, W6rterbuch der ugaritischen Sprache, Berlin 1963. The 
last reference, with A and page number (e.g. A 69), is to the translation of the passage in 
J. Aistleitner, Die mythologischen und kultischen Texte aus Ras Schamra, Budapest 
1959. 
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passages are ordered in accord with the well-known Oriental principle 

of parallelismus membrorum. 

(/) Ein Haus bekommst du, wie deine Briider, 
und eine Wohnstatte km aryk (= wie deine Verwandten) 5°, 

(2) Er lud ein seine Briider in sein Prachthaus, 
aryh barb hkth (= seine Verwandten in scincn Palast) 5°. 

(3) In Blut, wie in ein Kleid, war gehiillt sein Bruder, in Blut, wie in 
einen Mantel, aryh (= sein Verwandter)*7°. 

(4) (Ich lade dich ein) Gott Hadd ‘m aryy (= mit meinen Verwandten); 
und du sollst essen mit meinen Briidern Speise, 
wstt ‘m aryy yn (= und trinken mit meinen Verwandten Wein)*7!. 

(5) Denn ein Sohn wird mir geboren werden, wie meinen Briidern, 
wsrs km aryy (= und ein SproB wie meinen Genossen)>*7?. 

(6) Da er keinen Sohn hat wie seine Briider, 
wirsS km aryh (= noch einen SproB wie seine Genossen) *7°, 

(7) Sie mordeten hin meine Kinder, 

Sie erschlugen sbrt aryy (= eine Schar meiner Sippe)*”*. 

(8) Freue dich ... mit Ilt und sbrt aryh (= mit der Schar ihrer 
Sippe) 575, 

(9) In the repetition of this passage Aistleitner renders sbrt aryh 
as ‘‘die Sippe seiner Verwandten”’*’°; cf. also Gordon’s rendering 
of sbrt aryh/aryy as ‘the band of her/my kin/offspring’>’’. 

31.3.8.7. The passages show remarkable similarity to the usage of 

Hitt. ara- (see 31.3.8.4.). The parallelism of SES ‘brother’ and ara- is 

reflected here in passages (/)-(4) with “brother-kinsman”’; but “kins- 

man” is present in passages (7)-(9) also. The interpretation of Hitt. 

ara- as ‘Gefahrte, Genosse’ is matched by passages (5)-(6). 

We must therefore ask whether the etymon of Ugaritic ary is known. 
Aistleitner (Wb. 35) refers to Arabic ’ard ‘an derselben Krippe stehen’, 
and to Old Mesopotamian names with the element ari, iri. Gordon, 
with greater probability, refers to Old Egyptian iry ‘companion’ which 


$68 See Gordon 51 (= Il AB) V 91; cp. A 42. 

$69 See Gordon 51 (= II AB) VI 45; cp. A 44. 

$70 See Gordon 75 (= BH) II 48; cp. A 57. 

$78 See Gordon 67 (= I*AB) I 23-25; cp. A 15. 

$72 See Gordon 2 Aght (= II D) II 14; cp. A 69. 

373 See Gordon 2 Aght (= II D) 1 20; cp. A 67. 

574 See Gordon 51 (= II AB) IS 26; cp. A 38, where “Schar meiner Sippe” stands 
for “Schar meiner Verwandten”’. 

373 See Gordon 49 (= I AB) 1 13; cp. A 19. 

$76 See Gordon 51 (= II AB) IV 50; cp. A 40. 

377 See Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, Glossary no. 2142. 
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had been suggested as the source of the Ugaritic word by William A. 
Ward *’78. Particularly interesting is Ward’s further observation (fn. 10) 
that the Egyptian word indicates any ‘companion’ but that it 1s also 
found “parallel to and as a synonym for sn, ‘brother’. Cf. “Then 
one embraced the other and one spoke to his companion (iry)”. 

There cannot be any doubt that Ugaritic ary and Egyptian iry 
‘companion’ are related, whether this means that we have in them a 
common Hamito-Semitic vocable or, as Ward is inclined to think, an 
Egyptian loanword in Ugaritic. But, for us, it is more important to 
realize that, in view of the almost complete agreement in shape and 
usage, Hitt. ara- must be a borrowing from the Near East, and that 
means that the Aryan words ari-, arya- also represent a Near Eastern 
loanword. 

As is known*’®, the Near East received several terms from the 
Aryans, e.g. mariyanu ‘charioteer’, etc. It would be only fair if the 
Aryans also borrowed things from the Near East, and we know in 
fact that they were profoundly influenced by the host-country, not only 
in their phonology and grammar but also in their lexicon 58°, 

On the evidence available it seems to me an inescapable conclusion 
that sometime during the first half of the second millennium B.C. 
part of the future Indo-Iranians which had via the Caucasus entered 
the peripheral area of the Near East acquainted itself with the 1m- 
portant local term for “kinsman, companion” and adopted it in the 
form arya-**' which, transmitted to the kindred tribes further East, 
later became the overall term for their nationality. The earlier borrowing 
into Hittite did not have such far-reaching consequences. 
31.3.8.8. It is clear, however, that arya- ‘kinsman, companion’ can 
only account for part of the semantic range of the terms in question. 
It cannot, in particular, account for the meaning ‘foe’ which is unde- 
niable in the case of Ind. ari-. 

It seems to me that for this part of the semantic spectrum we have 


$78 Sce Ward, JNES 20, 1961, 32. 

$79 Cf. Ward, 0.c., 39, but especially Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook 66. and, with 
further references, Mayrhofer, Aus einer neuen Bibliographie zu den Indo-Ariern von 
Mitanni (Acta Ant. Hung. 22, 1974, 275-279), esp. 279; id., Die Arier im Vorderen 
Oricnt—ein Mythos?, Vienna 1974 (esp. 67 f.). Of particular interest would be—because 
not noticed by Iranian scholars—the Ugaritic personal name arém if rightly identified 
by Gordon (Glossary no. 381) with the well-known [ranian name Ars4ma, “Apodpne. 

$89 Sce Szemerényi, Sprachtypologie, funktionelle Belastung und die Entwicklung 
indogermanischer Lausysteme, Acta Jranica 12—Varia 1976, 1977, 339-393. 

$8! This was probably the accusative ariya of the nominative ariyu. 
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to assume the survival of the IE term *ali-, the basis of later *alyos*®?. 
This would also account for Ossetic ecagelon ‘stranger, alien’, 
literally ‘truly alien’ 5®?. 

Since the coexistence of ari- ‘stranger’ and ari- ‘kinsman, compa- 
nion’ in the same linguistic system is hardly possible—except of course 
with strictly delimited spheres of usages, cf. Engl. time and tide (wait 
for no man) but ebb-tide—it seems most likely that at the time arya- 
‘kinsman* was taken over, the IE word *alyo- still had the form 
*alya-, not *arya-. 

In the light of the prehistorical developments just outlined, it might 
be a rewarding task to re-examine the early Indian evidence to see how 
far the two basic ingredients can still be disentangled. It is enough 
to recall here one relevant example: in the Aitareya Brahmana the 
form aryah is glossed (as an acc. pl.!) with anyan5®*, 
31.3.8.9. Those who, ignoring the unequivocal statements of the 
comparatist, abandoned the historically attested use of ““Aryan” and 
claimed it for all Indo-European peoples but especially for the Nordic 
races, might be appalled by the turn events have been taking on the 
last few pages. I do not think that this necessarily speaks in favour 
of the new view. But I do hope that it will not be allowed to stand in its 
way either. It is, after all, in accord with the complicated plays of 
history. 


32. CONCLUSIONS AND CONFRONTATIONS 


The preceding analyses have produced a number of interesting facts 
which require comments both from the linguistic and from the anthro- 
pological point of view °8>, 


582 Sce Spccht's views reported in 31.3.4.2. 

$83 Abajev, VJ 1958 (2), 114-115, and 1958: 101, suggested that -alon was from 
aryana-, from Thieme’s ari- ‘alien’, but this was rejected by Benveniste, BSL 56/2, 1961, 
741; and replaced by ha@ya=a-kar-yana- ‘over the boundary’ (!) by Dumézil, JA 
247, 1959, 172, and by a (to me incomprehensible) °a-dakara- ‘not inmate (of the house)’ 
by Bailey 1960b: 19°. But Abajev's derivation is perfectly all right if we omit the 
detour via ari-, and explain @lon from *alyana-.—lI1 is noteworthy in this context that 
IE *alyos, though apparently unknown in Anatolian, nevertheless exists in Lydian 
aka- ‘other’, sec Gusmani, Lydisches W6rterbuch, 1964, 56. 

384 See Thieme 1938 : 57. 

583 1 should note here that Wordick's thesis came to hand too late for use in the 
reconstructive parts of this work—except for a few isolated instances. But a cursory 
examination of his thesis has shown that this has had no serious consequences: in spite 
of his claim (268: “I believe that the reconstructions presented here are the most 
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32.1, First of all, in a number of cases it has proved possible to 
advance new formal and/or semantic analyses, or to decide between 
competing proposals. A brief recapitulation will be useful as a point 
of departure for further comments. 

(1) For ‘father’ and ‘mother’ recent investigations have shown that 
only the onomatopoeic theory provides an acceptable explanation. 
Laryngealist manipulations lead to ludicrous reconstructions. 

(2) While ‘son’ is indisputably just the ‘offspring’, ‘daughter’ has a 
more specific descriptive name; she is not, however, the long-favoured 
‘milk-maid’ but the person charged with preparing the meals. 

(3) For ‘brother’ the oft-suggested interpretation ‘protector, sup- 
porter’ (of his sisters?, of his widowed mother?) is disproved by the 
observation that only a verbal root *bher- exists, not *bhra-. From 
which it follows that, unless we are faced with a formation based on 
lost vocabulary items, the inescapable segmentation *bhr-dtér indicates 
a person who is charged with ‘tending the fire’. 

(4) The ‘sister’ is indeed, as has been maintained by the French 
school, the ‘female of the group’, more precisely ‘the female member 
of the joint family’ (not only of the primary family). The correct 
analysis is not, however, *swe-sdér but *su#-esdr, a compound of *su- 
‘joint family, clan’, and *esdr ‘woman, female’. 

(5) For the name of the ‘grandchildren’, *nepds (and *nepti) the 
traditional interpretation ‘not (his own) master’ must be rejected on 
formal grounds: before consonants, the privative prefix would be 
*n-, not *ne-. The latter can only represent a thematic derivative of 
*(H)an- ‘grandfather, ancestor’, and *(H)ne-pot- was the little ‘master 
belonging to the grandfather’ or simply ‘(little) master grandfather’. 
The name-giving reflects the widespread belief that the grandchild 
somehow represents the grandparent; cf., e.g., Germ. Ahne: Enkel. 

(6) For the ‘uncle’, the usually reconstructed and morphologically 
opaque forms “patrdéus, *mdtrous are to be replaced by the transparent 
*patr-awos, *matr-awos, distinguishing the uncle on father’s or mother’s 
side from the grandfather. In some areas this basic noun was replaced 
by a derivative, e.g. *patr-awyos which could be weakened to *patrw- 
yos (cf. Ind. pitrvya-). 


accurate’’), many of his reconstructed forms are erroneous; cf., ¢.g., *awyos (for *awos), 
*pHirwyos (instead of *patrawos), *g"énis (for “woman’’!), *g/Hsos (for “husband's 
sister’), and the reckless use of laryngeals, e.g. *p#fetis (for *potis) and, of course, 
*meHtér, etc. But his views concerning the etymon of *daiwér and the anthropological 
aspects of our problems will be discussed below, 32.6.4.3.4. and 32.7. 
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(7) For the husband’s parents *swekuros and *swekris must be 
reconstructed. The masculine shows that originally the feminine also 
had a vowel between k and r, the feminine, as a derivative, suggests 
that the masculine originally ended in -us; so the original form was 
either *swekurus which was dissimilated to *swekuros, or else *swekorus 
which got metathetized to *swekuros. A basic form *swe-korus would 
be in excellent agreement with Serbian glavar, the ‘head’ of a zadruga 
‘joint family’, since Indo-European did have a noun *koru- ‘head’ 
(cf. kopv-gn). The first member *swe- is not the ‘joint family’—which 
was *si—but the adjective *si-e- ‘belonging to the joint family’. 

(8) The ‘daughter-in-law’ bears a clear descriptive name: she ts 
*snusus from “sunu-su-s ‘the son’s wife’. 

(9) Contrary to a widespread view, it is very probable that the 
‘son-in-law’ also had an IE name, based on *gem- ‘take’ (or ‘buy’); 
in the East the term is *gema-tér, in the West *gema-ros (: Lat. gener), 
and metathetic *gameros (: the source of syncopated Gk. yap fpdc). 

(10) The ‘husband's brother’ is designated by the easily reconstruc- 
tible form *daiwér, whose basic meaning, however, is quite obscure. 
The ‘husband’s sister’, on the other hand, has only now become clear, 
both in form and in meaning. She was called “gal-i- which meant 
‘marten’, and the name was given to her—in her youth of course, 
since later she would normally have left her family—on account of 
her slender body and graceful movements by her brothers; the nick- 
name was then taken up and monopolized by the newcomer, the 
daughter-in-law. 

(1/7) ‘Family’ only existed as the ‘joint family’ for which *s#- was 
the earliest recoverable term. It lived in the *dom- ‘house’; but possibly 
a much older term for its domicile can be reconstructed as *pér (the 
source of *priyos ‘member of the house, own, dear’). Beside *dom- we 
find *wik- which Is either its successor or, if it coexisted with *dom- in 
a synchronous system, then it denoted a larger group, a settlement 
of several joint families, practically a village. But originally, as a form 
based on the verb *weik- ‘go’, it described a human group on the 
move, a ‘gang’; it started life as a term referring to migratory existence, 
not to a settled way of life. 

32.2. The new analyses also enable us to see more clearly on a 
formal point which has intrigued comparatists from the beginning of 
our studies. ) 

The kinship terms in -fter- were held by Bopp, Kuhn, Fick, and 
others to be agent nouns formed from various verbal roots, e.g. 
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‘protector’ (or ‘ruler’ or ‘nourisher’), ‘bringer to the world’, ‘milker’, 
‘supporter’, etc.°°°, Although this view has found support, in part or 
in toto, even in recent times **’, a more general consensus has crystal- 
lized around the view that we have to do with a heterogeneous group 
of terms. Thus, e.g., Brugmann (1904 : 330) held that the suffix -(tJer- 
“hatte urspriinglich mit dem Verwandtschaftsbegriff an sich nichts zu 
tun. Zufalliger Gebrauch in dem einen oder andern der W6Orter fiir 
Vater, Mutter usw. liess es mit der Funktion, Verwandtschaftsnamen 
zu bilden, schépferisch werden” (cf. also Brugmann 1906: 331f.). 
Much the same view was expressed by Hirt (1927: 206): ‘“‘Zweifellos 
handelt es sich um eine Anpassung der Suffixe, indem sich ein Wort 
nach dem andern gerichtet hat”, and, perhaps slightly more specifically, 
by Benveniste (1969: 212, cf. 255f.): “issu de “pater et *mater, il 
[-ter-] est devenu indice d’une classe lexicale, celle des noms de paren- 
te”. 

32.2.1. Our results permit us to present more precise solutions for 
these problems. 

To begin with, it is erroneous to speak of a suffix -(tJer-, as if 
there were some connexion between -tfer- and -er-°8*; the latter might 
be plausibly claimed for *daiwér but a segmentation *dai-wér is no 
less plausible, and *swesdr (*su-esér) does not encourage a segmen- 
tation *es-er->®?. If, as is dictated by the facts, we separate the two 
(or more?) types, then we can say that, at least on the face of it, -ter- is 
present in the following terms : 


*patér "mater 
(*stinus) “dhugatér 
*bhratér (*swesor) 
(?) *yenatér 
*gematér (7) (2) 


As we have seen (2.2.), “patér and *mdatér are expanded from their 
onomatopoeic bases with the contrastive suffix -rer-. But we now also 
see that the other terms either do not contain this suffix, or have had 
it added secondarily. 


386 Cf. Delbriick 1889, 383 f.; Wackernagel—Debrunner 1954 : 692 f. 

$8” This is particularly true of the word for father, see, e.g., Burrow, TPS 1949, 38 f. 
The four basic terms (father, mother, daughter, brother) are al} thought to be agent- 
nouns by F. Villar, Lenguas y pueblos indoeuropeos, Madrid 1971, 51 f., and all six 
by Wordick (1975: 270). 

$88 This is also Specht’s view, Ursprung der idg. Deklination, 1944, 88. 

89 On this point I am in agreement with Jucquois’ approach (1969 : 215 f.). 
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Thus the term bhrdtér is to be segmented as *bhr-atér°®°, and 
could only at a later date be understood as containing the (agent?) 
suffix -ter-. It is no coincidence that the square of the correlative 
term (“‘sister’’) is not filled by a term in -ter-. 

The term *dhugatér—whose correlative term (‘‘son’’) is again not 
formed with a suffix -fer-—is in all likelihood a vocatival form 
(4.1. fin.), that is a complete word which could only acquire -tér 
secondarily >°°'. It seems fairly obvious that the morphological trans- 
formation reflects the close connexion between mother and daughter. 

On the surface, *yenatér seems to present the same structure: a 
form (: vocative) *yena, enlarged with the ending -fér. This formal 
analysis will be true, even though we cannot say anything definite 
about the etymon. As to the transformation, the inclusion of the 
‘“husband’s brother’s wife” in the group of females present in the 
joint family, that is mother and daughters, seems almost predictable. 

Finally, the son-in-law reflects in the Western form *gemaros his 
close connexion with the *swekuros, in the Eastern *gematér, on the 
other hand, with his consort, the *dhugatér, and in Aryan jamdtar- his 
further assimilation to *bhrdatar-. 

The small group of kinship terms in -fer- is thus seen to be the 
result of a gradual growth: the original group consisted of just two 
members, the *patér and the. *matér, in whose names -tér had a clear 
contrasting function. This expansion is well known from historical 
times, cf. Ind. naptar- from napdat-/napt-; Pers. pus, pusar ‘son’ after 
pid, pidar ‘father’, etc. 

32.3. A further linguistic point—so far not noticed—is the remarkable 
fact that in a number of cases the vocative came to be used as the 
nominative. This development is, of course, well-known from later 
periods, cp. Lat. Juppiter, Gk. ixnota, Scottish dominie (: from Lat. 
domine) ‘the school-master’>??. But the process was known in Indo- 
European already: *dhuga is the vocative of a noun *dhugad, later 
expanded to *dhugatér, and *yenatér is possibly another example of 
the same phenomenon. From later times we can quote the phrase 
*awe *koime, the source of Germ. Oheim, etc., and *dsve, the clipped 


59° This point is not affected by the possibility that *dzér itself might contain the 
suffix -ter. 

591 A noun *dhugh-a/a- was also postulated by Duchesne-Guillemin, Muséon 59, 
1946, 574. Cf. also Schmitt-Brandt 1967: 17 fn. 03. 

592 See J. Wackernagel, Vorlesungen tiber Syntax [, 71926, 309 f.; Schwyzer-Debrun- 
ner 1950: 62 f. 
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form of the vocatival phrase *6 *Svesure, which served as the basis of 
Lithu. *éSvijas, modern uoSsvis 59>. 

32.4. If we look at the system as a whole, the most striking feature 
is the multiplicity of distinct terms. If we use the letters F?, M?, F, M, 

E, B, S, H, W, s, d, s?, d?, for grandfather, grandmother, father, 
mother, Ego, brother, sister, husband, wife, son, daughter, grandson, 
granddaughter, respectively, we find etymologically unconnected terms 


for the following relations : 


male female 

F? M? (+ der.*?*) 
F M 

S d 

B S 

s? (d?) 

EF (EM) 
s-in-law d-in-law 

H " W (+ der.) 
HB HS 

HBW WSH. 


This may not seem very surprising. But it is not the most natural 
thing either. Whereas, in the Old World, it might seem to be fairly 
widespread (e.g. in Finno-Ugrian languages such as Hungarian, or in 
Semitic), it is certainly not so with the languages of the New World. 
A particularly illuminating instance its Seneca, the language of an 
Indian tribe in western New York state, whose kinship terminology 
was reported by Morgan in 1871, studied by Lounsbury in 1964, and 
re-analyzed by Kay in 1975. According to Kay (208%), “nearly all the 
kinship terms consist of a verb stem denoting a particular relationship, 
preceded by a pronominal prefix that specifies the member or members 
of the relationship referred to”. In the 19 kinship terms of Seneca 
—which cover all consanguineal relationships from grandparents down 
to grandchildren—Kay discerns (209) five basic relational kinship 
predicates, i.e. (to be) GRANDPARENT, PARENT, NUNCLE (= aunt + 
uncle), OLDER-SIBLING, COUSIN, so that, e.g. “he-(is) GRANDPARENT 
to-me’’ expresses oie grandfather (and “‘she ...”” likewise “my grand- 


.599 It is not impossible: that the feminine uosve i is based on the same °6 Sve, shortened 
from the vocative °6 *swekrit. 

594 Bracketing and/or the abbreviation der. (= derivative) indicate that the term is 
formed from an existing kinship term. 
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mother”), while “I-(am)GRANDPARENT to-him/her” describes “my 
grandson/granddaughter” (207). This primarily semantic structure is 
admittedly not matched by a similarly compact morphological base 
but Kay hopes (208 f.) that the underlying morphemes discoverable 
‘at a still relatively superficial level” may be reduced “at a deeper 
level’’. 

It is, of course, the latter process that would be of vital interest to 
our problem. But, regardless of whether further efforts in the Amerin- 
dian field will come to fruition or otherwise, the Indo-European 
terminology quite plainly does not allow such a reduction on the 
linguistic plane. Apart from father and mother, all other terms are 
expressive of more or less haphazard semantic relations such as 


99 66 99 be 


“helper”, “old woman”, “born”, “preparer of the meal”, “tender of 
the fire’, “female of the joint family’, “‘little master grandfather”’, 
“head of the joint family”, ‘“‘buyer”’, “marten”. They obtain their 
precise meaning not from the imprecise linguistic expression but from 
the place which the linguistic expression is given in the non-linguistic 
kinship system. 

32.5. This imprecision of the sign is to no small extent matched by 
an imprecision of the signified, and with it we are entering a field 
which abuts upon anthropology. In a number of slots the terminology 
of the Indo-European system cannot be found a one-to-one correspon- 
dence in our modern systems which are constructed with almost 
mathematical precision. The deviations from our norms could, in 
theory, be of two kinds : wider application within the same generation 
or shifting application between generations. In actual fact the two 
types cannot be cleanly separated. It will therefore be best to survey 
all the important deviations 1n one go. 

32.5.1. IE *HauHos denoted the “grandfather” on the mother’s side 
as well as—this being much more important—on the father’s side; 
cf. Lat. auos, Gk. (*xatp-)aFoc, ON aff, OP niyadka from *(H)niya- 
-ava-ka-, Hitt. huhhas from *HauHos. See 7., 11.2., and 11.3.1.-3. 
above. 

But IE *HauHos also denoted the “uncle’’, mostly, it would seem, 
the “maternal uncle’’; cf. for “maternal uncle” *awos in Gk. *patp-aF oc 
(11.3.1.-3.), vocative *awe in Gme. *auhaim- (11.2.), and the enlarged 
forms *awon-/*awen- in Lat. auonculus, Welsh ewythr; *aw-yo- in 
OPruss. awis, OCS ujs; *aw-ino- in Lithu. avynas (11.3.1.-3.); for the 
“paternal uncle” *awos in Gk. xatpoFos, Lat. patruus, and *(a)wyo- in 
Aryan *pitr-vya- (11.3.3.). 
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32.5.2. YE “bhratér, as we have seen (5.2.), denotes not only a 
“brother german” but also any “male member of the same joint family 
or clan’ (Ireland, Athens), or “‘any male relative” (Ossetia). Cf. also 
Russ. bratdn ‘brother, elder brother, cousin, nephew’ (see Friedrich 
1966 : 8). 

32.5.3. In the same way, IE *swesér means not only one’s “sister 
german” but also (6.1.) more generally the ‘‘female members of the 
joint family or clan’’, at least in Greece and Ossetia. 

32.5.4. Corresponding to the ambiguity of IE *HauHos (*awos), the 
term *(H )nepos denotes not only the “grandson”’ but also the “nephew” 
or the “‘cousin’’, or even a “descendant, relative” in general. 

The deviations from the norm “grandson” are found in Indian 
napat which means ‘grandson’, but also, more vaguely, ‘descendant’ 
in general >?* (but in Iranian ‘‘grandson” only); Lat. nepds ‘grandson, 
descendant’, and in Late Latin ‘nephew’*®°; Gk. aveyids ‘cousin’ (but 
in Modern Greek ‘nephew’!); MIr. nia, MW nei ‘sister’s son’; OHG 
nefo ‘grandson *?’, relative’, MHG neve ‘Neffe, meistens der Schwester- 
sohn; Mutterbruder, Oheim; in weiterem Sinne: Verwandter, Vet- 
ter’>?°, OE nefa ‘grandson, nephew’; ORuss. netii ‘nephew’. 

Much the same can be said about the feminine *nepti ‘grand- 
daughter, niece’. 

There can be no doubt that the original meaning was ‘grandson’, 
which shifted to ‘nephew’, ‘cousin’, etc. in various areas. Of particular 
interest is that the shift often took place in historical times. Latin 


$95 Cf. Benveniste 1969: 232.—Grassmann (and after him Mayrhofer) give the 
meanings as “offspring, son, grandson”, and “son” is also advocated for some phrases 
by J. Gonda, Gods and powers in the Veda, 1957, 51-57. But a comparison of Grass- 
mann's list with Geldner’s translations—a comparison carried out at my request by 
Mr. Paul Andersen (see fn. 76)—reveals that the choice of the modern term depends 
on the interpreter’s whim, and not on any real rationale. Particularly interesting is the 
case of RV 3, 38: in the text (str. 5) Gceldner translates **Enkel des Himmels™ but in the 
introduction he has “dic S6hne des Himmels”. A careful study would show whether 
“descendant” (derived from **grandson"’) could in certain collocations acquire the nuance 
“child” (a rendering often employed by Geldner), without developing the meaning 
“son”. 

596 According to Walde- Hofmann s.v., the meaning ‘nephew’ appears in post- 
Augustan times; it is not acknowledged in the new Oxford Latin Dictionary (p. 1170) 
which goes down to 200 A.D., rightly so, since the meaning ‘nephew’ (and ‘niece*!) 
first appears in the 4th c. A.D. 

597 For this meaning note, e.g., the Trier Capitulare (Braune—Helm, Ahd. Lese- 
buch, ''1949, 39-40) where (1. 20) erga patrem et filium et nepotem is rendered (II. 25-26) 
as umbe then vader inde then sun inde then nevun. 

$98 Lexer, Mhd. Taschenworterbuch, 7°1952, 150. 
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nepos ‘grandson’ acquired the meaning ‘nephew’ in Late Latin; Gk. 
avec shifted from ‘cousin’ to ‘nephew’ in Neo-Greek; in the Germa- 
nic area, OHG nefo ‘grandson’ contrasts with later neve ‘nephew, 
cousin’, even ‘uncle’. Cp. 32.6.3.4. below. 

32.5.5. IE *snusis originally and practically in all IE languages means 
nothing but the ‘son’s wife’. It is just possible that, in Greek, vudc 
was used with reference to the ‘brother's wife’ also (19.1.), although to 
my mind the evidence is weak in the extreme: Apollonius Sophista 1s 
too late to be of any real use, and Iliad 3, 49, cannot bear the burden 
of such a weighty conclusion. The Greek usage, if real, must be an 
innovation, 

32.5.6. The word for the “‘son-in-law” (*gemaros, *gematér), on the 
other hand, has certainly been used in Greek in a wider sense (see 
20.1.) : it could additionally denote, first, the “brother-in-law” (= “‘sis- 
ter’s husband” or “‘wife’s brother’’), secondly, in a reciprocal manner, 
“the father-in-law” (i.e. WF'), thirdly any “affinal’. An extension 
from ‘son-in-law’ to ‘sister’s husband’ is found in several Slavic lan- 
guages (cf. Trubacev 1959: 128 f.), and in OE adum. Less interesting 
is the application in Latin of gener to remoter generations, see Oxford 
Latin Dictionary s.v. 

In this case, however, the shift is undeniable, the only question is 
whether it can or must be ascribed to the parent language or not. 
On the whole, innovation within the history of the individual languages 
is more likely. 

32.5.7. Tosum up. Wider use is established for *bhrarér and *swesdr, 
on the one hand, and *awos and “nepés, on the other, within IE. 

32.6. An explanation of these shifts had formerly been sought within 
the framework of personal relations within the Indo-European family; 
more recently the help of anthropology has been enlisted. 

32.6.1. For the wider use of *bhrdtér in Greek, Delbriick assumed 
(1889: 87) that the original expression ppatnp adeAgeds (or ~. Ka- 
oiyvntoc), which emphasized that the persons concerned were born 
of the same mother, was simplified to the attribute, and so opatnp 
could be employed in a more general sense. 

As to *awos and *nepds, Delbriick suggested (1889: 126f.) that 
*awos originally meant “der Gonner”’, and could be applied to grand- 
father and uncle, while *nepdtes, as an expression of tenderness, 
denoted “‘the little ones”, and was actually coined by the *awos. “Ist 
dieser der miitterliche Grossvater, so sind die *népdtes ihm gegeniiber 
Enkel, ist er der Oheim, so sind sie ihm gegeniiber Neffen. Zu dieser 
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Auffassung stimmt aufs Beste die Thatsache, dass in *népdr die Be- 
deutung Neffe ... nur da hervortritt, wo ein Wort wie avunculus vor- 
handen ist, da aber wo dieses fehit, nicht erscheint” (p. 126). 

Similarly, the extension of yapBpdc¢ from ‘“‘son-in-law” to “‘wife’s 

brother” is easy to understand—says Delbrtick (1889: 145)—“‘da es 
ja eine den Griechen ganz gelaufige Vorstellung war, dass der Bruder 
gegeniiber einem weiblichen Mitglied des Hauses Vertreter des Vaters 
ist’. 
32.6.2. Turning now to more recent attempts aimed at deriving profit 
from developments in anthropology, we must, I think, first of all 
acknowledge that anthropologists have helped us a great deal in 
gaining a clearer understanding of the intricate relations at issue by 
bringing to our notice kinship systems which seem in certain respects 
strikingly similar to the ‘‘aberrant’’ IE systems. At the same time, 
we must exclude from our consideration the anachronistic endeavours 
of such writers as George Thomson, a Grecian, or Alexander Isaéenko, 
a Slavicist, who, impressed by an early, and obsolete, brand of allegedly 
Marxist anthropology, have set out with the conviction not only that 
group marriage and matriarchate were the proven older stages in the 
development of all human societies but also that they were late enough 
to be reflected to a considerable extent in the IE kinship system. It has 
been rightly said that “‘the matriarchalists are interested in reconstruc- 
ting a kinship system not for the period immediately preceding disper- 
sal but for the earliest period of PIE times [even pre-pre-PIE times! 
OSz.], ic. the hypothetical epoch during which all societies were 
supposedly matriarchal” (Wordick 1975: 34). 

A consequence of such views is the re-interpretation, or rather mis- 
interpretation, of several key-terms in the IE system. Thus *mdtér is 
said originally to have applied indiscriminately to M, MS, and mother’s 
female cousins {Isacenko 56), although the word nowhere denotes 
anything else but mother; the evidence is said to be provided by 
comparative ethnography °?°. The maternal uncle is named with a 
derivative of the root *au- in historical times but his original name 
was *swekuros (Thomson 80). The kinship term *yenatér denotes in 
all IE languages in which it 1s attested the husband's brother’s wife. 
But this cannot be true, for such a “‘term is alien to the classificatory 
system, in which the HBW is identified with the sister. It belongs 
therefore to the last phase of the parent language, in which, as we 


$99 Cf. Galton 1957: 125. 
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have seen, the social unit was the group of brothers living with their 
wives, who came from other groups” (Thomson 83)°°°. 

But there is no need to cite further examples, and disprove them 
one by one. The necessary critique has been performed already: 
Galton (passim) and Wordick (28 f., esp. 38) have said what needed 
to be said, and useful comments have been supplied by Friedrich (29, 
32 f.) and Gates (74 fn. 22) also. 

32.6.3. But an Indo-Europeanist, with unrivalled qualifications, first 
entered the lists in the person of Emile Benveniste, who, as far as I can 
see, tricd to make use of anthropological data on two occasions. 
32.6.3.1. On 4th March, 1950, Benveniste read a paper to the Lin- 
guistic Society of Paris, of which, unfortunately, only a brief summary 
appeared in the journal of the society the year after®°'. Benveniste 
tried to approach the problem of IE kinship terminology on the broad 
assumption that there are two types of kinship terminology, descriptive 
and classificatory; the former is the type found in the modern languages, 
in which each individual has a name which only applies to him or her, 
the latter is the mark of “archaic and primitive societies”, in which 
every individual is the member of a class, society is organized as a dual 
system, and exogamy is part of the system. The line of division runs 
between brother and sister since the latter must needs leave her class in 
order to enter another. The same term will apply to a whole class, the 
sons of brothers will remain brothers for one another. 

Benveniste then proceeds to demonstrate the reality of this frame- 
work on several IE terms. Thus auonculus is mother’s brother, father’s 
brother is patruus; the former, a diminutive of auos, “ne s‘explique 
que comme terme de parenté classificatoire, ‘le fils de l’auos’”. The 
word nepds denotes ‘grandson’ and ‘nephew’, “‘ceci ne saurait s’inter- 
préter en parenté descriptive, mais, en parenté classificatoire, c’est 
possible : le nepos est le ‘fils de la fille’ (et non ‘du fils’). There are no 
‘cousins’, only ‘cross-cousins’: in frater patruelis the term frater 1s 
essential, in consobrinus it is absent because the word is derived from 
sister, The Greek dvey1dc denotes those “qui sont entre eux dans un 
rapport de neveux, chacun étant le co-neveu de I’autre, les descendants 
de frére et de sceur’’. 
32.6.3.2. As has been hinted above, this paper was never published 
in full, One cannot help feeling that Benveniste withdrew it because 


600 Cf. Wordick 1975: 40. On “‘classificatory” see the text further on. 
601 See BSL 46, 1951, XX-XXII. 
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he had belatedly realized that there was a flaw in his anthropological 
parallels. 

As is known, the oppositive pair classificatory—descriptive was 
introduced by Lewis H. Morgan. According to this concept ®°?, ‘‘in a 
descriptive system single word terms only exist for EGO’s closest 
kinsmen, F, M, B, S, s, dj H, W. All other kin types are denoted by 
(descriptive) phrases, formed by combining these simple terms. The 
Arabic kinship system is perhaps the best—but still not a good— 
example of this type’ °°>. 

The classificatory system is less easy to define®®°*. According to 
Morgan, the blood-relatives are grouped in broad classes, in which 
the same terms apply to all members of the same class. But this basic 
principle can manifest itself in different ways. In the Hawaiian system °°* 
a single term, makua, is applied to both parents and their brothers and 
sisters, sex being distinguished by the words ‘man’-‘woman’. “All 
related individuals of one’s generation are classed as brothers and 
sisters, certain distinctions being drawn according to the age of their 
parents ... and also according to the speaker’s sex, but none resulting 
from the differences in nearness of kinship. The children of all these 
brothers and sisters are classed with one’s own children, and their 
children with one’s grandchildren, while a single term embraces grand- 
parents and all related members of their generation”. The main criterion 
in the classification of blood-relatives is therefore the generation, with 
complete “‘disregard”’ of differences as to father’s or mother’s side. 
Hence also the name unforked system. The system can be illustrated 
by the following schematic diagram (m = man, w = woman): 


—2, Generation (grandparents) ....Am,Am,Am_ ....Aw,Aw,Aw 


— 1. Generation (parents) ....Bm,Bm,Bm__....Bw,Bw,Bw 
0. Generation (EGO) ....£Em,Em,Em _....Ew,Ew,Ew 
+1. Generation (children) ....cCm,Cm,Cm_....Cw,Cw,Cw 


+2. Generation (grandchildren) ....Dm,Dm,Dm ....Dw,Dw,Dw 


602 For a fascinating account of the development see Tax 1970b : 456-474, esp. 458 f. 
Note also p. 476 where Tax discusses Kroeber’s suggestion to replace Morgan’s two 
classes by eight “principles” underlying the classification of relatives. Cf. Thomson 
1949: 58 f.; Murdock 1949: 100; but also, in defence of Morgan, Leslie A. White, 
1958. 

693 See Wordick 1975: 12. Benveniste’s definition (‘“‘chaque individu ayant une 
appellation ne convenant qu’a lui-méme”’) is incorrect. 

604 For the following see Lowie 1966: 105 f., and cp. Tax 1970b: 458 f.; Wordick 
1975: 28 f. 

695 This system was called Malayan by Morgan. 
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But in the classificatory system par excellence, in the so-called Dakota 
system°°®, Ego’s generation and the first ascending and the first 
descending generation are split according to the paternal and the 
maternal line; hence also the name forked or bifurcate system. Lowie 
gives a very explicit description of the system (1966 : 119 f.): “‘collateral 
and lineal kin are merged irrespective of nearness of relationship but 
with strict bifurcation of the parental lines. Thus, in Dakota the F, 
FB, FFBs, FFFBss are all addressed até; the M, MS, MMSd are all 
called ind ...; there is separation of kin whom we class together, 
inasmuch as the MB is designated by a term distinct from that for 
FB ..., and the FS by a term differentiating her from the MS”’. 

The complexities of the system, or rather systems, are herewith by 
no means exhausted. Nor should we think that there are only these 
two variants; in fact, there are many more. But, as has been stated by 
Lévi-Strauss (1969: 72): ‘“‘Whether it be through the male or the 
female line, the mother’s collaterals will always be grouped in one 
category, and the father’s in another. Consequently, a single term 
will usually serve to designate the mother and her sisters, and like- 
wise another for the father and his brothers”. To repeat, the distinctive 
feature of classificatory systems is that the prime principle of classi- 
fication is the generation, which can be subdivided according to sex 
and lineage. 

How does now Benveniste’s alleged application of the classificatory 
principle agree with these facts? He claims that auonculus, as a dimi- 
nutive of auos, “‘ne s’explique que comme terme de parenté classifica- 
toire, ‘le fils de lavus’” (XXI). He obviously construes a relationship 
between grandfather and maternal uncle. But such a relationship is 
ruled out by the generation principle of the classificatory systems. As 
to nepos, grandson and nephew, it is said that “‘ceci ne saurait s’inter- 
préter en parenté descriptive, mais, en parenté classificatoire, c’est 
possible: le nepos est le ‘fils de la fille’ (et non ‘du fils’). What is 
probably meant by this incomplete formulation is that ‘the son of the 
daughter’ (= grandson) can be denoted by the same term as the 
nephew, also a “son of a daughter” but this time the daughter is 
the (maternal?) uncle’s daughter (and mother’s sister). This is obvious- 
ly without foundation in either anthropology or IE nomenclature; 
what is more (see 32.5.4.), in Classical Latin nepos has as its only 
meaning ‘grandson’, ‘nephew’ is a post-Classical development. But in 


606 This system was called Turanian by Morgan. 
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both cases the real mistake is that the class-concept is thought to 
work vertically—between generations—and not horizontally—within 
one and the same generation. The explanation of dvewtdc is for the 
same reason also erroneous. 

The only terms which could fit a classificatory system are IE 
*bhratér—*swesdr, not, however, Lat. frdter—soror. For the IE terms 
do indeed include all male or female members of one’s joint family, 
and not only of one’s nuclear family (see 32.5.2.-3.)®°’. But in the Latin 
system frater and soror denote members of the nuclear family, and 
nothing else. 
32.6.3.3. In his last major work Benveniste returns to these problems, 
but not without considerable changes in outlook ®°*®, To be sure, he 
still finds traces of a classificatory system : *patér is said (211) to have 
been a classificatory term originally—an assertion for which there is 
not the slightest evidence, on the contrary—and *bhratér and *swesor 
are also seen in the same light (209) this time perhaps rightly so, 
except for the curious corollary (209, 215) that the etymology of 
‘“*swe-sor ‘létre féminin du groupe social *swe’’’—an erroneous ety- 
mology as we have seen (6.12.)—*met la ‘sceur’ sur un plan tout autre 
que le ‘frére’ : il n’y a pas de symétrie entre les deux termes. La position 
de la sceur se définirait donc par rapport a une fraction sociale, le 
swe, au sein de la ‘grande famille’ ot se maintiennent les membres 
masculins’’, Since, on the one hand, the two terms embrace all male 
and female members of a certain generation within the joint family, 
and thus there is no difference in status between them, and, on the 
other, admittedly (p. 215!) the etymon of *bAratér 1s unknown (but see 
5.3.f.), 1t remains puzzling in what sense the relation of the two 
terms could be said to be asymmetrical; surely the fact that the 
sister normally leaves, while the brother stays, cannot be conceived 
of as an asymmetry, especially as the *swesdr bears in her name the 
joint family which she is destined to leave °°?. 

But much more interesting are the new interpretations offered for 
uncle and grandson—nephew. The central problem now is the fact that 
*awos and derivative forms denote both the grandfather (on either 


607 Cp. Friedrich 1966: 8 f.; Gates 197) : 15. 

608 See Benveniste 1969 : 203-276. 

609 Benveniste is no doubt right in thinking (221) that Kaciyvytos which is ‘brother’ 
and ‘cousin’, ‘kinsman’ (cf. Gates 1971: 14 f.), is a classificatory term. But his idea 
that the word “‘a été dévié de sa signification étymologique qui devait se rapporter a ta 
mére™ is unfounded since the etymon is unknown (see Chantraine 1970: 503), and 
the passages invoked (220) cannot prove anything. 
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side) and the maternal uncle; we must face the question how it is 
possible that the grandfather’s name should have given the name of 
the maternal uncle (225). The solution is simple: ‘‘La difficulté que 
la philologie ne peut résoudre a elle seule, trouve sa solution dans 
la structure de la parenté exogamique” (226). In an exogamous system 
F and M belong to different moieties; in a cross-cousin marriage °!° 
the same person is ipso facto father’s father (auos) and mother’s 
mother’s brother, i.e. maternal grand-uncle. But if auos is the maternal 
grand-uncle, then the maternal uncle may be described as the little 
auos, that is auonculus. “Cette solution est une simple conséquence des 
nécessités du systéme”’, and, what is more, one is led to posit for auos 
a primitive meaning ‘maternal grand-uncle’ preceding ‘grandfather’ 
(‘sens de grand-oncle maternel avant celui de grand-pére’, p. 227). 

This solution is certainly more explicit than the one advanced nearly 
twenty years earlier but it is not as original as one is led to believe. It 
had been given before Benveniste by George Thomson with almost 
identical reasoning in 1949 (p. 79): 


**Auonculus is a diminutive of auos, the Latin for grandfather. In the classifica- 
tory system the father’s father is included under the same term as the mother’s 
mother’s brother. This is because, with cross-cousin marriage, he is the mother’s 
mother’s brother. If my mother’s mother’s brother was my auos, my own 
mother’s brother might naturally be called my auvonculus’’. 


But is this explanation really acceptable? 

Both solutions operate with the idea that if the grandfather = 
grand-uncle is auos, then it is “natural” (or: “pourra étre dit’’) that the 
uncle should be referred to in the diminutive form. This would indeed 
quite possibly be the natural feeling on the part of a modern Western 
man or woman. But was it also natural several thousand years ago 
in a classificatory system? As far as I can see, the answer is a 
resounding no, and in a classificatory system it would really be in- 
consistent to expect any other answer, sceing that the dividing line is 
between the generations, and a member of the next generation cannot 
be expected to be named by a term of the preceding generation 
modified by “‘little’. But let us see some facts®!?. 


6'° The children of siblings (= brothers and sisters) of opposite sexes (i.e. of brother 
and sister) are called cross cousins, those of siblings of the same sex (i.e. of brothers or 
of sisters) parallel cousins. 

*'? Tam using the material given by Thomson 1949: 60 f., esp. 62-63. 
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In Dobu, a Melanesian language spoken on Normanby Island, near 
New Guinea, a classificatory system of the Hawaiian type is used. 
“For the second ascending and descending (!) generations there is 
only a single term of common gender comprising both grandparents 
and grandchildren together with all their collaterals” (Thomson 60); 
this term is tubuna, used both for the four grandparents and, e.g., the 
maternal grand-uncle®!*, But a quite different term, namely tamana, 
is used for the maternal uncle, in common with other kin of his 
generation, i.e. F, FB, MSH, FSH. The term used for the grand- 
fathers and the granduncle has nothing to do with the one used for 
mother’s brother. 

In Tikopia, a Polynesian language spoken on one of the Santa Cruz 
Islands half-way between Fiji and the Solomon Islands, the common 
term used for the second ascending generation is tupuna (but for the 
second descending generation makopuna!), while for father’s genera- 
tion tamana is employed, excepting mother’s brother who is called 
fuatina, Again, there is no connection between the respective terms 
tuatina and tupuna. 

In Urabunna, in South Australia, for FF and MF kadnini and thun- 
thi are used respectively, for F, FB, MSH xia, for MB (and FSH) 
kawkuka. There is obviously no connection between kawkuka and 
either of the grandfather-words. 

These samples will suffice to show that in classificatory systems 
there is no connection between the terms used for the maternal 
grand-uncle and the maternal uncle. It is a manifest error to say that 
a classificatory system can explain the formation of maternal uncle 
exemplified by Latin auonculus. 

It is also questionable, to say the least, whether the connection 
between auos and auonculus, retroprojected into the PIE period, is to 
be understood in the roundabout way assumed, 1.e. via the grand-uncle. 
Derivations of different kinds—cf. *awon-, *aw-yo-, *aw-ino-, see 32.5. 
1.—have indeed been formed to differentiate the uncle from the 
grandfather, but, as is shown by Lat. patruus and Gk. natpus, patpas 
from IE *patr-awos, *mdatr-awos, the simplex *awos was also used in 


the sense of “uncle” (32.5.1.). If there are derivatives in many 
languages, then certainly not to indicate a lineal (filial) relation between 


uncle and grand-uncle but to express linguistically various other facets 


12 Note that tubuna is a self-reciprocal term (Thomson 1949: 61): my grand- 
parents are tubuna to me, and I am tubuna to them. 
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of the uncle’s position within the joint family, which will be discussed 
further on. And just as linguistically there is no reason for isolating 
the grand-uncle within the kin, so there is no trace of such a privileged 
position of the grand-uncle in IE paleontology, let alone of his having 
precedence over the grandfather. 

Last not least, as we have seen, Benveniste’s solution was never 
offered in the form of a cogent argument. It was simply stated that a 
certain kinship constellation (whose pivotal point is the identity of 
grandfather and grand-uncle) inescapably follows from the institution 
of cross-cousin marriage, and this was regarded as clinching the 
case®'>, But is there any evidence for cross-cousin marriage as an 
institution in the IE world? Benveniste offers no evidence for IE 
society; his only reference is to China (p. 227), and concerning that 
country we can accept with Lévi-Strauss two statements: (/) ‘“‘reduced 
to its simplest expression, viz., that in China there was a period when, 
or there were regions in which, there was marriage with the mother’s 
brother’s daughter, to the exclusion of marriage with the father’s 
sister’s daughter, the hypothesis [of Granet] ... retains a certain value” 
(1969 : 351); (2) it has been “indisputably established” that in modern 
China, in certain regions, “the preferred (but not obligatory) marriage 
is with the mother’s brother’s daughter, and the type absolutely con- 
demned is that with the father’s sister’s daughter” (ibid.). 

But the fact that this kind of situation existed and/or exists in 
(certain regions of) China is quite irrelevant to the IE problem. This 
remains true whether or not one is prepared to subscribe to the view 
that the IE “GroBfamilie war urspriinglich rein agnatisch aufgebaut. 
Es konnte also einer wohl [!] die Tochter seines Mutterbruders, nicht 
aber die seines Vatersbruders heiraten”’®!*. It could happen, no doubt, 
just as it could happen, and in fact did happen, that someone married 
his sister, or even his daughter (e.g. Artaxerxes II his daughter Atossa, 
Sapir I his daughter Adur-Andhid °'S, but this was not the norm. And 
there can be no doubt that only a norm, a general pratice of cross- 


6!3 Note the summary formulation (Benveniste 1969: 223): “Seule la régle du 
mariage entre cousins croisés ... permet de comprendre que le latin auvonculus ... signifie 
oncle materne?’. 

614 See Schrader-Nehring 1929: 601.—As is known, in the Arab world marriage 
with the paternal uncle's daughter is the preferred type, see J. Chelhod, L’Homme 5/3-4, 
1965, 113-173. 

613 See B. Spooner, Iranian kinship and marriage, Iran 4, 1966, 51-59; Hinz, Altira- 
nische Funde und Forschungen, 1969, 124, 139 f. 147; Duchesne-Guillemin, in: Myth 
and Law among the Indo-Europeans (ed. J. Puhvel), 1970, 206 f. 
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cousin marriage could have produced the kind of habitual situation 
which would have brought about the desired semantic change. 

The assumption of cross-cousin marriage in the IE world ts attacked 
from a different angle by Paul Friedrich (1966: 29): “‘the strength of 
the set for ‘in-laws’ and the absence of specific terms for the grand- 
parents argue strongly against a cross-cousin system ... The PIE 
terminology, though classificatory, is not of the cross-cousin type. I am 
led to conclude that preferred or prescribed cross-cousin marriage was 
absent’”’®'®, And even the close link, postulated by Benveniste (226), 
between cross-cousin marriage and exogamy is unfounded: on the 
one hand, “cross-cousin marriage is far more frequent than exoga- 
mous moieties’®!’, on the other, “it has been long apparent that 
socio-cultural traits such as matriliny, matrilocality, Dravidian [= clas- 
sificatory!] terminology and cousin marniage are all independent 
variables” ©'8, 

Summing up his results, Lévi-Strauss declared (1969: 472): “‘there 
is no need for us to reconstruct some archaic state in which Indo- 
European society practised cross-cousin marriage, or even recognized 
a division into exogamous moieties, to be able to give a rapid outline 
interpretation of the structure of European kinship systems’. We 
would agree but would go a step farther : not only is there no need for 
such assumptions but there is also absolutely no justification for them. 
It will be shown presently what the true explanation of the avuncular 
term is. 
32.6.3.4. Another basic term discussed by Benveniste in great detail 
(231 f.) is IE *nepds (together with fem. *nepti). He points out that in 
Indo-Iranian the meaning is “grandson” only (in Indian also more 
vaguely “‘descendant”’) but in the Western languages—except for 
Latin—the person denoted is the “nephew”, more exactly “the sister’s 
son’’ (232). 

In Latin, however, ‘‘nepos semble indistinctement s’appliquer au 


616 Gates 1971 : 43 agrees with this gencral line. 

6'7 Lévi-Strauss 1969: 101. Note also the statement (128-129) that cross-cousin 
Marriage is not a consequence of dual organization, and Lowie's cogent three-step 
argument in favour of the thesis that “‘cross-cousin marriage, while consistent with the 
moiety system, does not directly follow from it” (1946: 261), i.e. (/) in a moiety 
system a “‘cross-cousin is only one of a large number of possible mates”, (2) “the 
moiety system cannot explain why the Murngin [Northern Australia) and Miwok 
[California] permit only one kind of cross-cousin to be married, when both belong 
to the proper moiety”, (3) “cross-cousin marriage exists without moieties”. 

618 Wordick 1975: 34. 
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“neveu’, au ‘petit-fils’ ou au ‘descendant’” (232). Since ‘‘descendant” 
is merely an extension of “‘grandchild’*, we have two really distinct 
uses, “grandson” and “nephew”. On this pair, Benveniste has the 
following to say: 


“Quant a la dualité de sens ‘neveu’ et ‘petit-fils’, l'explication en est donnée 
par le rapport homologue entre le nom de ‘l’oncle’ ct celui du ‘grand-pére’. 
De méme que auus, en lignée paternelie ‘frére de la mére de Ja mére’, produit le 
diminutif auunculus pour ‘frére de la mere’, de méme et corrélativement, le 
nom du petit-fils peut désigner en méme temps celui qui est le neveu du frére 
de la mére. Les deux changements sont symétriques; le fils de la fille de la 
sceur recoit le méme nom que le fils de la sceeur. Toutefois la tendance de plus 
en plus rigourcusement patrilinéaire de la parenté indo-européenne fait souvent 
prévaloir Ja signification agnatique : fils du fils’’ (233-234). 


The Greek adveyidc means ‘cousin’, literally ‘ceux qui sont co-neveux’, 
and so presupposes ‘nephew’, and not ‘grandson’, as its source; this 
was the term used for one another by the nephews of brothers and 
sisters. But the sense ‘grandson’ had not been completely abolished at 
the dawn of history—if, that is, Hesychius’ veontpat ‘sons’ daughters’ 
really is a corrupt form of *vexotpat, feminine of *venotnp ‘grand- 
son’ (234). 

Although the summary (p. 223, prepared by J. Lallot, see p. 13) 
asserts that “‘nepos ‘le neveu’ ... prend, a cdté de ce sens ancien 
(sic!}—garanti, entre autres, par gr. anepsids ‘cousin’, litt. ‘co-neveu’—, 
celui de ‘petit-fils’ partout ot s'impose ... le systéme patrilinéaire 
indo-européen”’, there can be no doubt that Benveniste’s view was 
the exact opposite. To be sure, the passage on the Latin dualism, 
quoted above in full, might have suggested the formulation of the 
summary, but the discussion of dvewtdc, especially the note on *vedéz- 
tpat, does not leave any doubts as to Benveniste’s true meaning. And 
the facts do not leave any doubt in any case. 

To begin with, it is not the whole truth that the Western languages 
all present the meaning “‘nephew’’—except for Latin. For, in addition 
to Greek, acknowledged by Benveniste himself, the meaning “grand- 
son”’ is also found in Germanic (i.e. in OHG and OE), in Baltic (i.e. 
OLithu. nepuotis), and even in Celtic where the masculine words, 
derived from *nepds, mean ‘nephew’ but can be shown to have had 
the earlier meaning ‘grandson’ (s. fn. 194)°!%. And, since Celtic in 


*'9 Olr. necht, glossed neptis, is not necessarily proof of ‘granddaughter’; neptis 
may be used in the Late Latin sense. 
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particular is thought to prove that the masculine forms had the exclusive 
meaning ‘sister’s son’, it is herhaps not superfluous to note that MW 
net is defined as “fils de frére ou de sceur ou de cousin germain ou de 
cousine germaine ou de cousin au second degré” ©?°. 

As can be seen, the meaning ‘grandson’ is found in Aryan, Lithu- 
nian, Germanic, Celtic, Latin, the meaning ‘nephew’ only in Germa- 
nic, Celtic, and in the Central languages, Greek and Slavic; on Latin 
see presently. This geographical distribution would tn itself be sufficient 
to prove that the meaning ‘grandson’ of the peripheral (or marginal) 
languages is older than ‘nephew’. 

Our new interpretation of *Hnepds (9.2. above) clinches the argu- 
ment. For the name of the grandfather could only supply the name of 
his opposite, the grandson, not of a collateral like the nephew. Benve- 
niste has not only cited Olr. aue, OHG enencheli, and OFrench avelet 
as reflecting the same relation but also pointed out the religious back- 
ground to this onomasiological procedure (234 f., see 9.2. above). And 
now we can add the instances from the South Pacific already quoted 
(see 32.6.3.3.), that is Dobu tubuna used of all grandparents and all 
grandchildren, and the terms of Urabunna, i.e., Aadnini which denotes 
‘father’s father’ and the ‘son’s child’, and thunthi which is the name of 
‘mother’s father’ but also of the ‘daughter's child’. 

Our results thus provide independent and definitive proof of the 
priority of ‘grandson’ over ‘nephew’. This already casts doubt on 
Benveniste’s explanation of the Latin situation, an explanation which 
is based on the assumption of dualism, that is on the co-existence of 
two meanings, ‘grandson’ and ‘nephew’, from pre-Latin times. For, 
as we have seen already (32.5.4. with fn. 596), the meaning ‘nephew’ 
is a late development in Latin, not earlier than the 4th c.A.D. as is 
proved not only be the literary records but also by the Romance 
languages: the development to ‘nephew’ is found in the West in 
French (but OFrench still has the meaning ‘grandson’) and Italian 
while in the Hispanic peninsula Spanish nieto, nieta and Portuguese 
neto, neta have ‘grandson, granddaughter’ as their only meaning down 
to the present day. On the other hand, the line auos ‘MMB’ -—> auoncu- 
lus ‘*MB’—which in Benveniste’s view triggered off the parallel line 
Sds — Ss—if it ever existed (on MMB see 32.6.3.3.), was certainly 
defunct long before the end of the republic, so that there was nothing 
to trigger off the late development of ‘nephew’. 


620 See Vendryes, Lexique étymologique de lirlandais ancien, MNOP, 1960, N-15. 
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The explanation has to be sought in a different quarter and will 
be indicated below. 
32.6.4. In the last decade, the basic shifts so prominent in the 
Indo-European kinship system, namely the grandfather’s mutation into 
uncle and the grandchild’s into nephew or cousin, have been approached 
on a more concrete basis by American scholars who had their basic 
training either in anthropology or in linguistics, but 1n addition ac- 
quired an adequate command of the other subject so as to be able to 
do independent research in this par excellence border-line area. I mean 
Paul Friedrich, Henry Phelps Gates, and Frank Wordick, but the 
first impulse seems to have come from Yale’s well-known anthropo- 
logist, Floyd G. Lounsbury. 
32.6.4.1. In the discussion following his programmatic paper on “The 
structural analysis of kinship semantics’’, Lounsbury pointed out (1964: 
1091) that if one applies a certain “skewing” rule, one 


‘will have formulas that account not only for the inclusion of a man’s sister’s 
husband in the son-in-law class (Latin gener), but also for the inclusion of a man’s 
sister's children in the grandchild classes (Latin nepos and neptis), the charac- 
terization of one’s mother’s brother by an essentially grandparental term (Latin 
avunculus, diminutive of avus, the diminutive distinguishing collateral members 
from lineal members of the original class), etc. In this skewing rule, which 
gencrates one of the so-called “Omaha” types of kinship systems®?', a man’s 
sister as linking relative is made equivalent to his daughter as linking relative, 
and, by the corollary, a female linking relative’s brother becomes equivalent 
to her father. A raison d'étre for all this is not too difficult to discern in the 
structure of the early Roman gens, the filial position [!] of women in relation 
to adult male members of their natal gens®?* ... Analogs to these develop- 
ments can be shown for Germanic as well’’. 


The shifts in relationship can be summed up in the formulas SH = 
dH; Ss, Sd = s*, d*?; MB = F*; which can be seen to imply the 
equations S = d and SB = SF: the sister is treated as a daughter, 
and the brother enjoys the position of a father. 

At this point the linguist is entitled to ask what exactly an Omaha- 
type kinship system is, and, although the relations mentioned are 


©2! As is pointed out by Wordick (1975: 43-44), wixere fortes ante Agamemnona 
multi—to speak with Horace (Carm. 4, 9, 25)}—: Omaha features of the PIE system had 
been noticed before Lounsbury by, e.g.. Morgan, Hocart, Thomson. 

22 Wordick (1975: 298) cites a more elaborate (manuscript!) treatment of the Latin 
problems by Lounsbury (1965). I have not seen this paper, and do not know whcther it 
has appeared in print. 
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fairly clear, what the precise meaning and scope of the alleged skewing 
rule is. 

32.6.4.2 Omaha [’oumoaha:] is the name of a North American Indian 
tribe. According to their own traditions their earlier seats had been 
in the region watered by the rivers Wabash and (lower) Ohio, from 
where they migrated westward and at the beginning of the 19th century 
established themselves on the right bank of the Missouri, north of 
the confluence of the Platte river, in north-eastern Nebraska. An 
Omaha reservation still exists south of Sioux City, and their name 
lives on in that of Omaha, a large city in eastern Nebraska on the 
Missouri. The language, spoken by several thousand people, is a 
member of the Siouan family, as is Crow, also remarkable for its 
kinship terminology, and now confined to the Crow reservation in 
southern Montana, near Billings ®2>. 

The curious kinship system of the Omaha, first noticed by James 
Edwin in 1823°?*, has been the subject of numerous studies since °°, 
but perhaps the most detailed is Lounsbury’s analysis of the Omaha 
(as well as of the Crow) system (1969). For our purposes it will suffice 
to delineate the relevant features of the system. 

The simpler forms of the patrilineal Omaha system “‘can be accounted 
for by means of three equivalence rules”, written as “reduction rules”, 
that 1s as rules which ‘reduce’ more remote kin types to genealogically 
closer kin types (Lounsbury 1969: 217 f.). The three rules are the 
“skewing rule’’, the “merging rule’, and the “half-sibling rule”. 

The “skewing rule” skews “the relation between terminological 
generation and natural generation”, 1.e. expresses the formal equiva- 
lence of “two kin types of different generations”.—The “‘merging rule” 
expresses the “formal equivalence, in specified contexts, between 
siblings of the same sex”. —The “‘half-sibling rule’’ equates half siblings 


623 For information see Les langues du monde, 71952, 1016 f.; H.-J. Pinnow, Die 
nordamerikanischen Indianersprachen, 1964, 20; C.F. and F.M. Voegelin, Lg. 43, 1968, 
573 f., esp. 577; CTL 10, 1973, 1178, 1182 f. In the Voegelins’ classification (on which 
cf. Trager, Lg. 44, 1969, 907) the Macro-Siouan phylum consists of three families, 
(1) Siouan, to which, as we have seen, Omaha and Crow belong; (2) the /roguoian 
family, of which Seneca, mentioned in 32.4. above, is a member; and (3) the Caddoan 
family which includes Pawnee. The Pawnee formerly lived in the valley of the Platte 
river, Nebraska, but were later transferred to northern Oklahoma; their kinship system 
was the subject of one of Lounsbury’s early studies (Lg. 32, 1956, 158-194). 

624 Sce Tax 1970 b: 446. 

62$ | have also consulted Radcliffe-Brown 1941; Murdock 1949: 166 f., 224, 239; 
Coult 1967; Tax 1970a. There are further references in Lounsbury 1969: 2497, and 
brief sketches also in Friedrich, Wordick, Gates, which will be discussed below. 
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and full siblings; this means that father’s son can be rewritten as 
brother, Fd = S, Ms = B, Md = S. 

A simple variety of the Omaha systems, Omaha Type I, is generated 
by the following rules (Lounsbury 220f.): 

(a) SKEWING RULE: Let the kin type FATHER’S SISTER be regarded 
as structurally equivalent to the kin type SiSTER; formalized: FS — S, 

(b) MERGING RULE: Let any person’s sibling of the same sex be 
regarded as equivalent to that person; e.g. MS — M. 

(c) HALF-SIBLING RULE: Let one’s parent's child be considered to be 
one's sibling; e.g. Fs = B, Fd = S. 

These rules can be applied in succession. Thus, e.g., MMFSs can 
be shown to be MB in the following steps : 

MMFSs -—> MMSs (skewing) 
MMSs -—> MMs (merging) 
MMs -—MB (half sibling)®?° 

An Omaha Type II system is produced if the skewing rule is 
generalized, not limited to FS being a linking relative (Lounsbury 231). 

Even more interesting is, from our point of view, the Omaha 
Type III which is generated by the following skewing rule (Louns- 
bury 234): 

Let a man’s SISTER, as linking relative, be regarded as equivalent 
to that man’s DAUGHTER as a linking relative; mS — md. 

The corollary of this rule is : 

Let any female linking relative’s BROTHER be regarded as equivalent 
to her FATHER; WB — wF. 

Thus the maternal uncle goes into the grandfather category (MB —> 
MF), and the same happens even with mother’s brother's son (her 
nephew), for MBs —- MFs = MB (half-sibling) —- MF, while mother’s 
brother's daughter (her niece) is Bane with the mother, for MBd — 
MFd = MS — M. 

In the same way, mFSs — mFds (skewing) = mSs — mds (skewing), 
i.e. a man's cousin through his paternal aunt [as also his sister's son] 
is equated with his grandchild, while wFSs — wFds = wSs — ws, 
1.e. @ woman's cousin through her paternal aunt [as also her sister’s 
son] is equated with her son. 

For the sake of completeness, and for further use below, we may 
note that in a last subvariety, Omaha Type IV, stronger variants of 


*2¢ For the sake of simplification the corollaries of the various rules are as a rule 
ignored. 
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the skewing rules II and III are applied in combination. The net 
result is that the ‘maternal uncle’ class and the ‘paternal aunt’ class 
are both eliminated (the former is raised a generation to ‘grandfather’, 
the latter lowered one to ‘sister’), so that in the first ascending genera- 
tion only ‘father’ and ‘mother’ are left; the cross-kin categories dis- 
appear. 

32.6.4.3.1. As already at the Ninth Congress of Linguists (see 32.6.4. 
1.), so in the paper just discussed Lounsbury advanced the hypothesis, 
but this time (1969: 237) with much greater precision, that some JE 
kinship systems were based on the Omaha III skewing rule: 


“it is abundantly clear that the early Latin and the early Germanic kinship 
systems were Omaha systems based on this skewing rule. [t is no accident that 
mother’s brother was avuncufus (diminutive of avus ‘grandfather’) in Latin, or 
that a man’s sister’s children were, like his daughter's children and his son's 
children, nepos and neptis (‘grandson’ and ‘granddaughter’)}—whence, via French, 
we have our presentday English words nephew and niece. And like Latin nepos 
and neptis, the Old English cognate words nefa and nift (which antedated our 
borrowed French words) also referred both to one’s grandchildren and to a 
man’s sister’s children. Moreover, the reciprocal of nefa and nift, viz. eam 
(from Proto-Germanic *auhaima-, with a Pre-Germanic root *au-, cognate to 
that of Latin avus and avia) was used with both the meaning of mother’s 
brother and that of grandfather”. 


32.6.4.3.2. Shortly after Lounsbury’s important papers, Paul Friedrich 
undertook ©?” to show that not only some historical systems but the 
whole Proto-Indoeuropean kinship system found a clear explanation of 
its excentric features in Omaha Type III. But the focal points are still 
but two: *awos (Friedrich gives *awyos) and *nepos. 

The *awyos, says Friedrich, “tin PIE, or at least in several dialects 
of PIE, denoted a set of older men in the mother’s patri-group”’ (25). 
But this is erroneous. Benveniste has convincingly shown (see 11.2.) 
that *awos included the father’s father as well, and our own results 
(11.3.3.; 32.5.1.) have shown that *awos denoted not only the maternal 
but also the paternal uncle. Friedrich’s idea (23) that FB was distin- 
guished from MB, and so the two kinds of uncle were “*bifurcated”’, is 
also without foundation : the alleged difference, i.e. that *pHtrwyos is 
a derivative of *pHter- and *awos is a different morpheme, is non- 
existent since “*pHirwos (sic!) is a compound of *pHter- and *awos 
(11.3.3.). 


62? For Friedrich’s line being prompted by Lounsbury, see Fricdrich 1966: 31°. 
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The notion that “nephews and nieces were apparently classed down- 
wards with grandsons and granddaughters” and that ‘tin Germanic, 
Latin, Slavic, and Celtic there is evidence that the downward classi- 
fication of the nepotic kin specifically involved the sister’s (as against 
the brother’s) son and daughter” (25) has already been shown to 
be unacceptable for Indo-European times—partly on chronological 
grounds (Lat. nepds ‘nephew’ is Late Latin, see 32.6.3.4.), partly because 
the claim is untenable (see, e.g., MW nei in 32.6.3.4. and fn. 620). 

Finally, there are numerous holes in the system. Friedrich is frank 
enough to admit such deficiencies as, e.g., when he discusses (28) the 
pros and cons of cross-cousin marriage: “Yet there is no positive 
evidence that awyos was used for the wife’s father. Nor is there evidence 
that snusos was used for a (woman’s) niece, nor that the term for sister's 
son (nepét-) was used for son-in-law, nor that the term for son-in-law 
(genHr) was used for a nephew”. Of course, here the defects are used 
as arguments against a matrilateral cross-cousin marriage. At other 
times, they seem to be ignored. Note, e.g., that, to support his view 
of reciprocity, Friedrich mentions (25) that “in some medieval Ger- 
manic dialects the same term for uncle ... or for nephew occurs in 
texts with the reference of either mother’s brother or sister’s son; that 
is, either term could be used by either relative for his alter. But 
further inquiry is called for by the argument of Schrader ... that this 
reciprocal usage actually postdated Old High German”. But this is 
not an “argument”’, it is a statement of fact (cf. 32.6.4.4.1.4.b.), and 
its importance lies precisely in the chronological aspect. 

On the whole, Friedrich would seem to have added little to the 
points made by Lounsbury. 
32.6.4.3.3. In his very thorough work on the kinship terminology 
of Homer—which, however, unavoidably, includes a review of the IE 
system—Gartes also reaches the conclusion that the IE kinship termi- 
nology was of the Omaha III type. For him, too, “the basic principle 
which underlies Omaha kinship systems is a tendency to shift the 
brothers of females to an older generation (e.g. to equate mother’s 
brother with grandfather : cf. Latin avus, avunculus), and, conversely, 
to shift the sisters of males to a younger generation (e.g. to equate 
father’s sister with sister or to equate male ego’s sister’s son with 
grandson: cf. Latin nepos)”. Omaha systems ‘also tend to merge 
linking relatives with their same-sex siblings: father’s brother’s son 
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equals brother (i.e. father’s son), or father’s brother may even equal 
father” (39, 41). 

As to mother’s brother, Gates makes the obvious, but usually un- 
stated, observation that the Celtic, Italic, and Germanic forms, derived 
with different suffixes from *awos, show that “‘awos must have been 
applicable to the MB without the use of a derivative suffix in the 
earliest period of these stocks” (46)°?°, But he also thinks that ‘the most 
striking Omaha features of PIE terminology are the equation of MB 
with MF and the equation of sister’s son with grandson” (42), and 
here it should be pointed out that the data of his table cited shortly 
before reveal that of 27 Omaha terminologies (9 from California) 
only 5 equate MB with MF (and only I Californian!)°2°, so that one 
wonders whether this often quoted rule is as general as it is usually 
suggested to be. 

Under the pressure of this overall Omaha view, Gates obviously 
feels compelled to postulate certain wider equations. He suggests (39, 
50) that *swesdr was not only ‘sister’ but also ‘father’s sister’, although 
“admittedly, no attested (sic) IE language does equate the FS with S”’. 
But “the Omaha principle predicts the equivalence of a man’s sister 
with his daughter, e.g. of FS with S (1.e. father’s daughter)”. Although 
Gates sees three other ways in which the Indo-Europeans could cope 
with the problem of naming FS, yct he opts for the Omaha solution. 
But, since *awos was used for MB and FB, it would surely be much 
less of a strain on our credulity to assume that *awi or *awa, real 
forms (see 8. and 12.), were used for both MS and FS, a method 
actually attested in Greek and Balto-Slavic. 

For much the same reasons I find it defficult to accept the con- 
tention (39, 47f.) that “swekuros and “swekrus denoted not only HF 
and HM but also WF and WB! To be sure, since the terms meant 
“head of the joint family’, the W could use them of her own parents 
as well, and perhaps her husband could also refer to his in-laws with 
“your head-of-the-family” or “‘my wife’s head-of-the-family”. But for 
the lowering of *swekuros to EGO’s wife’s generation, the WB, there 
is no evidence at all, except for the pressure of the Omaha principle 


¢28 But Gates is mistaken in thinking (p. 46) that ‘ta reflex of *awos refers in Celtic 
not to the grandfather but to the grandson, by reciprocity (e.g. Old Irish aue)”. The 
form aue does not represent *awos but the derivative *aw-io-s. 

679 We may add that in his kinship terminology, which possesses “distinctive 
Omaha characteristics”, the Fox (Indian) “‘classifies the men in M’s lineage into two 
categories ‘mother’s brother’ and ‘mother’s father’, see Coult 1967 ; 37. 
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which predicts “‘the equivalence of wife’s brother and wife’s father” 
(48). Oddly (?) enough, the principle itself seems a shaky postulate 
rather than something imposed by the facts: of the 9 Californian 
languages mentioned above none shows this constraint, and of the 
total of 27 languages in Gates’ table (p. 58 but see also 48) only 8 
“equate these two kinsmen’”’. If, as Gates argues (48), “swékuros was 
originally restricted to the wife’s brother (to parallel *daiwér ‘hus- 
band’s brother’), then it is evidence for rather than against the view 
that *swekuros itself was restricted to the HF, since the vysddhied 
derivative indicated his descendant. 

But it is time now to turn to a point of much wider import. Gates 
advances the interesting hypothesis “that the ancestors of the Greek 
and Indo-Iranian stocks (and probably of the Balto-Slavic as well) 
did not have an Omaha kinship system at all: i.e. that this eastern 
dialect area had diverged from the original PIE Omaha system before 
the final breakup of the PIE speech community”’ (44). 

What is this alleged “difference in terminology between eastern 
and western dialects of PIE” (ibid.} based on? 

First, the Omaha skewing of generations is said to differ in the 
two areas (45 f.); in particular MB is alleged to be merged with the 
grandfather in Celtic, Italic, Germanic, but not in the East where in 
fact ““*awos is not preserved at all, unless it underlies Greek ala ‘earth’ 
(a questionable etymology)” (54), while his pendant, ‘‘grandson—sis- 
ter’s son”’ is merged in Italic, Germanic, and Balto-Slavic (!) but not 
in Celtic (!), Greek and Aryan (46). What is more, the differing 
geographical configurations with *awos and *nepds prompt the con- 
clusion that the eastern and western systems were not “monolithic 
wholes. Indeed, a gradation can be observed, with Balto-Slavic agreeing 
with the East in its avuncular terminology and with the West in the 
reciprocal nepotic terminology” (55). 

Even if the facts alleged (and a few others of a similar character) 
were real, these would be very large claims indeed. But the alleged 
facts are very brittle. It is not true that *awos does not exist in the 
“East”. It does exist in Greek, not of course in ala, but in natpas (!) 
and pntpacs, and in Iranian niydka. As to nepos, we need not repeat 
here that the Latin and the OHG word acquired the meaning ‘nephew’ 
at a late stage, and the Welsh word is not confined to “‘sister’s son’. 
These facts show that it cannot be maintained that ‘‘the characteristic 
Omaha skewing of generations was apparently maintained in Western 
PIE after it had disappeared in the East’’ (50). 
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But the fragility of the argument is further emphasized by the obser- 
vation that, whereas it can rightly be stated (46) that Greek has 
a&deAidodc for ‘nephew’, and not repos, attention to internal Greek 
development reveals that dvewtdc, in Ancient Greek just ‘cousin’, in 
later times acquired as its sole meaning ‘nephew’. If Greek were 
transmitted only from a later date—not unusual in the history of IE 
languages—-we would only have the meaning ‘nephew’. 

The other arguments have been discussed above, and we can say, 
I think, that a division between East and West is not proved, is in 
fact, as far as kinship terminology is concerned, disproved. But there 
are two further points worth mentioning. 

First, although he stoutly maintains the Omaha character of the 
IE system, Gates nonetheless comes to the conclusion (56) that “‘in the 
case of PIE, we are faced with the breakdown, not the buildup of an 
Omaha system, but it is interesting to observe that the merging rule 
seems to have been lost earlier than the skewing rule’’. 

Secondly, Gates finds (56 f.) that Lounsbury’s skewing rules go, in 
their generality, far beyond the range of real situations, and can be 
more realistically replaced by specific rules, e.g. the Omaha IIT corollary 
wB —> wF by MB - MF, WB -+ WF. If Lounsbury’s skewing rules 
are all replaced by specific rules, 20 equivalences are generated (listed 
p. 58), of which only 4-20 are generated by Omaha III rules, while all 
twenty by Omaha IV rules. Further, the equivalences can be distributed 
into three major divisions, and “these divisions are not changing as 
wholes” (57) but in a great variety of ways. Moreover, rules and corol- 
laries are to quite an extent independent of cach other, and this 
independence is also shown (60) by the different distribution in the 
IE territory of MB = MF (rule) and mSs = mds (corollary). 

This criticism of the general Omaha construct, partly taken over 
from Coult, will have to be checked very carefully. But here we are 
concerned with the application (in spite of some doubts) of the 
system to the IE world. This question of applicability will be discussed 
below (32.6.4.4.). 
32.6.4.3.4. The last representative of the Omaha school of thought, 
Frank Wordick, at first merely echoes the “general” view that the 
semantic shift in *awos and *nepds “is truly consonant with the Omaha 
III Skewing Rule’ (156). Embarking on his task, he states his credo 
as it were (43 f.): “It should be recognized that the Omaha III 
hypothesis suffers none of the shortcomings” of hypotheses proposed 
by others. First, “tan Omaha III system is certainly not impossible”. 
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“Furthermore, stated as a hypothetical model for the PIE kinship 
system during late PIE times, it is completely testable’. And finally: 
“I believe that a comparative—historical reanalysis of the correspon- 
ding kinship terms in the IE language stocks will corroborate this 
hypothesis and disprove all the others. Specifically, I think it will 
become evident that the PIE affinal terminology as well as the consan- 
guineal is Omaha III"; cf. also 252 f. 

After the reconstitution of the IE system (on which see fn. 585) 
—which takes up nearly three fifths of the whole work—Wordick 
first discusses certain characteristics of the reconstructed system, of 
which two must be mentioned. 

First, he finds (255) that the PIE system is very clearly ‘bifurcate 
collateral’ °°, i.e. exhibits a sex division (: bifurcate) but also distin- 
guishes collaterals; this because FB is differentiated from F and from 
MB, and likewise MS from M and FS. Schematically°?! : 

FB pHtrwyos + F pHteér + MB HawiHos 

MS maHirk"eH + M maHtér #_ FS pHtrwiHs. 
However, in terms of Lounsbury’s superclass-concept (1969 : 225), this 
terminology may be treated as “‘bifurcate merging”’, 1.e. 

FB may be said to be classified with F, 

MS may be said to be classified with M, 
amongst others because the terms share a common stem: FB is derived 
from F, MS from M, and the Dravidian merging rule, used extensively 
in the PIE system, semantically reduces FB — F, MS — M°®3?. 

As we have seen repeatedly, these statements cannot be accepted: 
FB is not named after (i.e. derived from) F, but after *awos, etc. But 
on the strength of these erroneous assumptions, Wordick claims first, 
that “the HB {husband's brother] ... (corresponding to the FB) is 
distinguished from H ... (the affinal homologue of the F) and from 
the WB ... (corresponding to the MB). Moreover, in the same way 
that the FB and F may be seen as members of the same superclass, the 
HB may be placed with the H”. 

The linguistic consequence of this is that in the name of the HB, 
*daiwér (Wordick’s *deHyweér), the element -(y)wer “‘may be distantly 
related to the root “wir- (*wyHr-) and that *deH(y)- is the root 


63° This is Lowie’s terminology, sce Goodenough (1970: 115 f.) for a couple of 
very clear diagrams. On “bifurcatc™’ sce also 32.6.3.2. 

©3! T have simplified in some points Wordicks spelling of IE vowels and laryngeals. 
The sign + means “‘is different from”. 

632 This is the system discussed above (32.6.3.2.) under the name Dakota. 
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meaning ‘separate’, hence ‘collateral’’’ (256). It 1s not quite clear on 
what grounds—except of course for Omaha pressure—Wordick thinks 
he can add: “the same rule that reduces the FB to F, reduces the HB 
to H”. 

Since FB is not equated with F but, at most, with grandfather, we 
can ignore this last deduction concerning HB. But the explanation of 
*daiwér®?3 would be welcome—if it were acceptable. Unfortunately, 
this is not the case. To begin with, the outstanding characteristic of the 
*daiwér is that he is always kept distinct—no doubt not only linguisti- 
cally—from the husband. And the linguistic combination, given by 
Wordick earlier in the book (p. 217 f.), can only be effected with 
violence. To obtain the desired meaning ‘“‘separate/collateral husband 
(or man)”, Wordick proposes to see in *deHywér two morphemes: 
*deH- ~ “deHy- ‘separate’ and “wyhr- ‘husband’. For the first 
morpheme he suggests that it is identical with the root given by 
Pokorny (1959: 175) as *da@- and *ddi-. But the meaning of this root 
is not ‘separate’ but, in Pokorny’s words—borne out by the data— 
‘teilen, zerschneiden, zerreiBen’, and a meaning ‘Zerschneider’, ‘chop 
up, man’ (or ‘chop up the husband’?) is hardly likely for the person 
in question. Further, the phonetic assumption (218) that *deHy-wyHr- 
could, “by dissimilation of Hy ... yH to Hy” and by “é-grading”’, 
result in *deHywér, is pure paper linguistics. Dissimilation of Hy-yH 
to Hy might look all right in print—although even this is question- 
able—, but, as long as the laryngeals were real, they necessitated the 
realization *deHi-wiHr-, and in such a form there simply could not have 
been any urge to dissimilate—in the desired or any other fashion. The 
‘“é-grading”’ invoked could have been stated in a less equivocal form. 
If it means that *wyHr- became *weyHr- or rather *wéyHr-, then one 
can only say that the word for “man” is *wiro- (or *wiHro-) but 
not *wir-, and it never appears with any other vocalism than i/f. And 
even if this difficulty could be considered removable, the “chopping” 
would still remain a formidable deterrent ®**. 

Proceeding with the discussion of classification, Wordick states 


>> On the various reconstructions of this word see 24. 

34 Wordick admits (272) that his interpretation is “linguistically weak”. I myself 
cannot offer any definitive solution but if one considers (as I have pointed out at 24.) 
that a formative may manifest itself in -ér or -wér, then the remaining *ddyu- may 
be derived from *dda- ‘flieBen’ (Pokorny 1959: 175) and can express ‘the male’ in much 
the same way as is the case with *rsen-, *wysen-, see Pokorny 1959: 336, 81. If so, 
*daiwér would be a fairly general expression for ‘male’ which was only later restricted 
to the husband’s male and coeval siblings. 
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(256 f.) that “the grandfather terminology in the consanguineal sub- 
system”, the “father-in-law nomenclature in the affinal subsystem”’, 
and the grandchild terminology “are all nonbifurcate”, i.e. “in this 
part of the system kinsmen reckoned through a male linking relative 
are not differentiated from those traced through a corresponding female 
linking relative’, so that *HawyHos [Wordick’s form for our *HauHos, 
*awos] is FF and MF, *swekuros denotes both HF and WF®?°, and 
*nepos is used for son’s son as well as for daughter’s son. “‘In this respect 
—says Wordick—the PIE kinship system is like that of many primitive 
peoples’, and, as we have seen (32.6.3.2.), in the Dakota system only 
the first ascending and the first descending generation are split accor- 
ding to the paternal and the maternal line, i.e. in the higher or lower 
generations the system is not bifurcate. But for that very reason, the 
position of the father-in-law would be anomalous, if that is the same 
term denoted husband’s and wife’s father, and Wordick should have 
cited some primitive systems in support. 

Complete regularity is in any case not a characteristic of the IE 
system since, as Wordick has to admit (257): ““The nomenclature for 
the corresponding female kinsmen—grandmother, spouse’s mother, 
granddaughter—follows the same pattern except that the grandmother 
terminology, for some unknown reason [my italics, OSz.}, appears to be 
bifurcate’’, The FM is *HaniHs, the MM *HawiHs °°, 

After these preliminary investigations, Wordick presents (257 f.) the 
“Total System”’ which consists of two parts: of a table of taxonomic 
rules, and of a list of generative semantic rules (skewing, merging, etc.) 
which will determine any relative’s equivalence so that his name can 
be found in the taxonomic table. Thus, e.g., the question: “What 
would a male EGO’s father’s brother’s son be called?”’ will be answered 
in the following steps: 

1. male EGO’s father’s brother’s son = mFBs 

2. mFBs — mFs (Dravidian merging rule) 

3. mFs — mB (half-sibling rule) 

4. mB = *bhraHtér (from taxonomic table). 
As will be realized, the taxonomic rules, or rather the taxonomic 
table only need(s) to give the basic terms. In Wordick’s table (259) 
there are 27 such items. 


33 On the question whether and/or how far *swekuros could denote WF, see our 
discussion above 32.6.4.3.3. 
63 This problem will be discussed below, 32.6.4.5. 
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It emerges, then (266 f.), that the IE system is neither descriptive, 
nor patriarchal, nor Dravidian (matriarchal). ‘The conclusion is clear 
—says Wordick (267)}—. The kinship terminology reconstructed from 
comparative IE data and the stereotyped patterns of interpersonal 
behavior encountered in IE society fit the Omaha III model perfectly 
and none of the three alternatives. Therefore, the PIE kinship termino- 
logical system must have been of the Omaha III type’ [my italics, 
OSz.]. 

After this unequivocal declaration it comes as no small surprise 
that some “‘unsolved problems” (274) induce Wordick to envisage a 
further possibility. 

Thus the question whether father’s sister was classified with the 
sister—which Wordick had answered in the negative by positing for 
FS *patr-awis—is now seen to be in need of “a more intensive 
examination of the data’, especially as he thinks that he has “found 
some evidence in Greek to show that the FS may have been called S”’. 
This would have momentous consequences. For, “if more informa- 
tion demonstrates that the FS was classified with the S during PIE 
times, then the IE kinship system must have been of the Omaha IV 
—and not of the Omaha Ill—type” [my italics, OSz.]. 

Wordick thinks that there might be some further terms which, better 
established, could speak for Omaha IV. From our point of view, this 
problem is of no great consequence, and we can ignore it. But it is 
perhaps worth noting that Gates has also voiced the view that if, as he 
is inclined to think, FS was equated with S, then IE must have been of 
the Omaha IV type (1971: 50), and, moreover, stated that in his 
table of 20 equivalences Omaha IV generates all twenty, but Omaha III 
only items 4-20 °°’, see above p. 176. 
32.6.4.4._ Although in our survey of the Omaha discussion we have 
already disputed certain claims, it will be necessary now to subject 
the theory to a thorough scrutiny. 


©37 The differences between Omaha II and Omaha IV are very graphically presented 
in the following diagram (Buchler-Selby 1968 : 261) showing the applicability or other- 


wise of the Omaha rules (+ = merger, — = differentiation): 
Omaha MF,MB MEFS, MS_FFS, FS, S$ 
III + — — 
IV + + + 


For further discussion of kinship systems and references to modern literature, see 
J.S. Gruber 1973, P. Kay 1974, and R.W. Casson 1975. 
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32.6.4.4.1. The outstanding, one can say “truly diagnostic”, feature 
of the Omaha (III) terminology is that a female’s brothers (together 
with their male offspring) are shifted upward in generation, a male’s 
sisters on the other hand (together with their offspring) are down- 
classed in generation. This is said to account for MB (and MBs) — MF, 
and S — d, Ss — s?, Sd — d?. But a number of facts militates against 
this line of explanation. 

(1) The Omaha (III) system involves a large number of up-gradings 
and down-classings (see 32.6.4.2.)°°%, not only the few singled out 
above. Yet, in the IE languages there is no trace whatever of, e.g., 
MBs being terminologically equated with, that is “called”, father, or 
S being regarded as daughter. The only classes which are cited at all 
for the Omaha rule are M/B and Ss, Sd. 

(2) The essential precondition of the upward shifting is that the male 
in question must be in the maternal line; a male in the paternal line 
won't do. Only the equation MB -» MF is possible, not FB — FF. 
Now one of our results is that *awos denoted not only the grandfather 
of either line—not only the mother’s father—but also the uncle on 
either side. The term is not confined to the matrilateral relatives as 
the theory requires, the theory is therefore inadequate. It is also note- 
worthy that, as we have seen (32.6.4.3.3.), of 27 Omaha terminologies 
only 5 equate MB and MF, so even in indubitably Omaha systems the 
upgrading is not really well-established. 

(3) Contrary to Omaha claims, OE éam (like Germ. Oheim) never 
means anything else but ‘uncle’, chiefly on the mother’s side, the 
paternal uncle being federa. See Gates 1971 : 73 fn. 12. 

(4) The instances quoted for the shift of the sister’s son to the grand- 
son category represent, contrary to what is usually claimed, demon- 
strably late historical, and not prehistoric (pre-literary), changes. The 
relevant cases are as follows : 

(a) Lat. nepds. We know that through most of Latin history the 
word was only used in the sense ‘grandson’. The meaning ‘nephew’ 
developed not earlier than the 4th century A.D., and even then not in 
the whole community : in Iberia even today the only meaning is grand- 
son (see 32.6.3.4.). 


638 It may be mentioned here that in the terminology of the Crow Indians (see 
32.6.4.2.), which is a mirror-image of the Omaha system, the father’s brother, the 
father’s sister's son (i.e. father’s nephew), and the father’s sister's daughter's son (i.e. 
father’s sister’s grandson)}—comprising thrce generations—are al] called father, see 
White 1958 : 381. : 
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(6) OHG nefo means ‘grandson, descendant’ but not ‘sister’s son’ °°. 
But from MHG times the word already shows its present and related 
meanings. In the six thirteenth-century genealogies presented by Bjerke 
neue/neve twice denotes a nephew = Ss, twice a first cousin = MBs 
and FSs, once a first cousin once removed = FSds, once a first cousin 
twice removed = MSsss; in one of the sources neve means brother's 
son®*°, But down to Luther the word preserves its original meaning 
‘grandson’. 

So in the post-OHG period the word expands its sphere to include 
the nephew—and not only the sister’s but also the brother’s son—and 
various cousins. 

Even more interesting is the fact that uncle and nephew call each 
other neve, just as the nephew can be called dheim®*'. This recipro- 
cality is of necessity restricted to uncle and nephew. In this context 
belongs also the fact that OHG fetiro ‘uncle’ in MHG has the 
meanings ‘father’s brother; cousin; brother’s son; in plural : relations’; 
the usual modern meaning is ‘cousin’. 

(c) The Celtic continuant of IE *nepds originally also meant ‘grand- 
son’ but in Middle Irish and Middle Welsh this meaning is lost, and 
the term is transferred to the nephew. It is usually asserted that only 
the sister's son is so called but, as we have seen (fn. 620), this is 
certainly not true of Welsh, and, since Irish has for brother's son the 
descriptive term mac brdthar, it seems pretty clear that the restriction 
to the sister’s son is secondary, comparable to the process by which 
IE *awos, indiscriminately ‘father’s brother’ and ‘mother’s brother’, 
could be restricted to the latter sphere once the other sphere was 
unequivocally covered by *patr-awos. 


39 Cp. Schrader 1904: 15. But since Schrader gives no precise information, it will 
be useful to mention here that in Old High German times the word neuo only occurs 
(cf. R. Schiitzeichcl, Ahd. Wb., 1969, 135) in the Trier Capitulare (once, the text was cited 
in fn. 597 above) and in Notker’s philosophical works (four times, the passages are 
cited in: Notker-Wortschatz, edd. E.H. Sehrt and W. K. Legner, 1955, 384, with reference 
to: Die Schriften Notkers I, ed. P. Piper, 1882). In Notker the nom. sg. (Notker I 6, 14) 
refers to Alderich, i.e. Athalaric, grandson of Theodoric the Great; in the other three 
passages the gen. pl. nefon twice certainly means ‘of grandsons’ since it contrasts with 
‘son(s)’ (I 693, 2: liberi; 1 725, 20: proles), in the third passage (I 767, 2) it may have 
the same meaning but also the more general ‘offspring’, ‘Nachkommen’. But in no 
single instance has the word nefo in the OHG period the meaning ‘sister's son’. 

649 See Bjerke 1969: 30 f., 50. - 

64! Bierke 1969 : 32. 
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(d) The Greek dvewidc, which in Classical times had as its sole 
meaning ‘cousin’, later shifted in generation and acquired the sole 
meaning ‘nephew’, 
32.6.4.4.2. To sum up. In stark contrast to the comprehensiveness 
of the Omaha system, the IE kinship terminology reveals shifts up- 
ward and/or downward at two focal points only: uncle and nephew 
—grandson. This could, of course, be interpreted as a break-down in 
PIE times, not a build-up, of an Omaha system, and Gates has indeed 
so described the situation (1971: 56), without noticing the internal 
contradiction. For if an early, obviously more complete, Omaha system 
was breaking up in the third millennium B.C. or not much later, 
Omaha properties cannot account for processes which start in the 
first millennium A.D. or later. And yet, the fact that Lat. nepos, 
so far denoting the ‘grandson’ only, around the 4th century A.D. 
acquired the meaning ‘nephew’—at a time when the ‘uncle’ can no 
longer have been of the Omaha-type, even if he had been of that class 
before—is proof positive that it was not necessary for the semantic 
shift that there be a living Omaha kinship system. 

Much the same is proved by the fact that the same kind of change 
was completed in the Germanic area in post-OHG times—together 
with other interesting shifts incompatible with an Omaha system—and 
a similar change from ‘cousin’ to ‘nephew’ is authenticated for post- 
Hellenistic Greek, again quite clearly not due to any kind of Omaha 
prompting. 

It is worth repeating these two facts. First, the area of the IE 
kinship terminology exposed to Omaha constraints is admittedly mini- 
mal. Secondly, several of the changes are very late: they occurred at 
a time when there can no longer be any talk of a working Omaha 
system. These two facts combine to prove that Omaha can no longer 
be considered a medicine apt to conjure away the Indoeuropeanist’s 
severe headaches. 
32.6.4.5. If not Omaha—what? 

The obvious answer is that, even on a priori grounds, the solution 
cannot lie in the dismembering of the system, in the lifting up of a 
male relative into a higher region but depressing a female member 
down to an inferior level. The solution must rather be sought by 
means of a relation which would unify and integrate these two pheno- 
mena. And there is no need to invent a hypothesis, the relation in 
question has long been known, it is that “special relationship of 
tenderness or fear which exists in innumerable cultures between nephew 
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and the maternal uncle” ®*?, It is what is known as the problem of 
avunculate. 

32.6.4.5.1. A look at the history of this problem, under the expert 
guidance of Lévi-Strauss, will prove useful. 

During the nineteenth, and well into the twentieth century it was 
held that the importance of the maternal uncle always indicated matri- 
linea) descent. Rivers’ interpretation of the situation in Southern India 
(1907) was particularly unsuccessful since it needed several different 
customs to explain a single institution. This atomism was overcome by 
Lowie’s insightful paper (1919) which showed that the prominent role 
of the maternal uncle is not necessarily linked with matrilineal descent, 
it is in fact often found associated with patrilineal descent, it ‘“‘cannot 
be explained as either a consequence or a survival of matrilineal 
kinship’. 

Research into the essence of the problem of avunculate received a 
fresh impulse from Radcliffe-Brown’s now classic study “The mother’s 
brother in South Africa” (1924). He pointed out that avunculate covers 
two different things, but in both the maternal uncle's relation to his 
nephew is closely linked with the boy’s attitude to his father. In 
patrilineal societies, where father’s descent group embodies authority 
and father is strict, the uncle is a “male mother” treating his nephew 
with tenderness. In matrilineal societies, on the other hand, the maternal 
uncle exercises authority, and it is the relationship of father and son 
which is characterized by tenderness. 

Lévi-Strauss finds (41) that Radcliffe-Brown overlooks two crucial 
facts. First, the avunculate is not present in all matri- or patrilineal 
societies and is found in some which are neither. Secondly, the “‘rela- 
tionship is not limited to two terms but presupposes four, namely 
brother, sister, brother-in-law, and nephew” ©“. The interpretation “‘arbi- 
trarily isolates particular elements of a global structure which must 
be treated as a whole’”’. 

Lévi-Strauss shows that the patrilineal Cherkess of the Caucasus 
and the matrilineal Trobriand Islanders in Melanesia exemplify one 
complex law (42): 


642 See Lévi-Strauss 1969: 431, for the quotation, and, for the following survey, 
Lévi-Strauss 1968 : 39 f., the English translation (with some modifications) of a paper 
first published in French in Word 1, 1945, 33-53.—Benveniste’s brief discussion (1969 : 
233)—irritatingly, as so often, without reference to his sources—is probably based on 
Lévi-Strauss’ original paper. 

643 My italics, OSz. 
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“the relation between maternal uncle and nephew is to the relation between 
brother and sister as the relation between father and son is to that between 
husband and wife’’. 


Thus, e.g., on patrilineal Tonga, in Polynesia, the relation between 
H and W is harmonious, but the H enjoys full authority. Between 
uncle and nephew there is great freedom and familiarity, while the 
father is tapu [= taboo] to. his son, and tapu is also between brother 
and sister. 

In the patrilineal society of the natives of Lake Kutubu in New 
Guinea “‘a close and apparently affectionate association between father 
and son” can be observed; but the wife’s relations with her husband 
are cold, with her brother warm, and the relationship between maternal 
uncle and nephrew is “‘tinged with apprehensiveness”’. 

If we try to express Lévi-Strauss’ law in a mathematical formula, 
using + for warm and — for cold relations ®**, and indicating relations 
with a slanting stroke, then the four relations described by Lévi-Strauss 
in adequate detail can be presented as follows : 

(1) Trobriand F/s = +, MB/Ss = —, H/W = +, B/S = 
(2) Cherkess F/s = —, MB/Ss = +, H/W = —, B/S 
(3) Tonga F/s = —, MB/Ss +, B/S 
(4) Kutubu F/s = +, MB/Ss = —, H/W = —, B/S = 
or, regrouping the relationships as indicated in the law and presenting 
their connections in a proportional formula °®*> : 

(1) Trobriand MB/Ss: B/S = F/s:H/W (—:— = +:+) 

(2) Cherkess MB/Ss: B/S = F/s:H/W (+:+ = —:—) 

(3) Tonga MB/Ss: B/S = F/s: H/W (+ :— = —:+) 

(4) Kutubu MB/Ss: B/S = F/s:H/W (—:+ = +:—). 

The proportions reveal with great clarity that if one pair of relations 
is known, the other can be inferred (42). It is also clear (46) that the 
two pairs of correlative oppositions are linked “‘in such a way that in 
each of the two generations there is always a positive relationship 
and a negative one ... This structure is the most elementary form of 
kinship that can exist ..., the unit of kinship’, in which there is always 
present “a relation between siblings, a relation between spouses, and 
a relation between parent and child’. Now the position of the maternal 
uncle also becomes clear. As Lévi-Strauss puts it: 


T 
= 
ae 
2 
T 


+ 
+ 


6¢* For a more differentiated approach to the relationships see Lévi-Strauss p. 49. 
645 These formulae should be compared with Lévi-Strauss’ diagrams (p. 45), where 
Kutubu is misprinted as Kubutu. 
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**in human society a man must obtain a woman from another man who gives 
him a daughter or a sister. Thus we do not need to explain how the maternal 
uncle emerged in the kinship structure: He does not emerge—he is present 
initially °*°. Indeed, the presence of the maternal uncle is a necessary precondi- 
tion for the structure to exist” (46). 


He also answers the question why the child of the marriage need be 
brought into the elementary structure (47) : 


‘the child is indispensable in validating the dynamic and teleological character 
of the intial step, which establishes kinship on the basis of and through 
marriage. Kinship is not a static phenomenon; it exists only in self-perpetuation. 
Here we are not thinking of the desire to perpetuate the race, but rather of the 
fact that in most kinship systems the initial disequilibrium produced in one 
generation between the group that gives the woman and the group that receives 
cher can be stabilized only by counter-prestations in following generations. Thus, 
even the most elementary kinship structure exists both synchronically and 
diachronically”’. 


Lévi-Strauss disposes very simply of the “theoretical possibility” 
that the participation of the sexes would be reversed, that the “structure 
would involve a sister, her brother, brother’s wife and brother's 
daughter”. This is “immediately eliminated on empirical grounds. In 
human society, it is the men who exchange the women, and not vice 
versa” (47). He can also show that the problem that, although the 
maternal uncle is here viewed as an integral part of the simplest 
family structure, and yet the avunculate is not found “at all times and in 
all places”, is not a real one, because a “kinship system does not 
have the same importance in all cultures” (47), or the avunculate may 
be submerged in more complex systems (48 f.). 

It is obvious that one of the most impressive pieces of evidence in 
support of Lévi-Strauss’ view of the relation of the maternal uncle 
to his nephew in the Indo-European world 1s Tacitus’ well-known 
statement (Germania 20): 


sororum filiis idem apud auonculum qui apud patrem honor. quidam sanctiorem 
artioremque hunc nexum sanguinis arbitrantur et in accipiendis obsidibus magis 
exigunt, tamquam et animum firmius et domwm latius teneant. heredes tamen 
successoresque sui cuique liberi®*’. 


646 J think the correct translation would be : (right) from the start. 
647 Cf. Lévi-Strauss 1969 : 473; Benveniste 1969 : 230. 
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Evidence of the close relation between maternal uncle and his nephew 
is also found in the Celtic world and in Greece®**. The same seems 
to be shown by the evolution of family relationships during the 
Middle Ages. According to Lévi-Strauss (1968 : 44 f.), “‘we find approxi- 
mately this pattern: The brother’s authority over his sister wanes, 
and that of the prospective husband increases. Simultaneously, the 
bond between father and son is weakened and that between maternal 
uncle and nephew is reinforced”’. 

32.6.4.5.2, There can be no doubt that Lévi-Strauss’ four-cornered 
kinship-unit is a mighty stnde toward understanding the IE kinship 
system °*?, The maternal uncle in particular can no longer be left out 
in the cold, he is closely integrated in the basic system, he does not 
have to be got into this system via a grand-uncle linked. with EGO 
through a fictitious cross-cousin marriage. But his name *awos does 
link him with other members of the IE joint family, and it is precisely 
this aspect of his relationships, on which Lévi-Strauss’ scheme seems 
to be incomplete. In this scheme there is no room for the father’s 
brother(s), nor for the grandfather—although he is closely linked with 
his grandson—nor in fact for the maternal uncle’s own brothers. 

We may perhaps start with the last-named category. Usually only 
a single person, the mother’s brother is taken into account. Yet, the 
normal situation must have been that mother had several brothers, her 
children had several maternal uncles. What happened to them (in the 
scheme)? The probable answer is that only mother’s eldest brother was 
called upon to act on her behalf, the others came to the fore only 
when he died or became incapacitated. 

However, his position even so appears to be anomalous. Surely, 
mother’s lawful guardian was not her brother but her father. And 
the father’s role is highlighted in the passage quoted above, in which 
Lévi-Strauss stated (46) that: “in human society a man must obtain a 
woman from another man who gives him a daughter or a sister”. The 
maternal uncle takes care of his sister, but the daughter must obvious- 
ly be given away by her father, 1.e. EGO’s maternal grandfather. Thus 
the maternal grandfather must be integrated in the elementary kinship- 
unit just as much as the maternal uncle, in fact even more so, and the 
same must apply to the paternal grandfather who must have arranged 


648 See, e.g., Benveniste 1969 : 230 f. 

649 Lévi-Strauss’ originality becomes clear from the passage of Radcliffe-Brown 
quoted by him at 1968: 50. For a criticism of Lévi-Strauss’ views from a more general 
angle see Goody 1969: 45 f. 
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for a woman to be given to his son in the first place. And could 
father’s brothers who, as a rule, lived with father for very many years 
in the same joint family even after his marriage, be ignored in this 
set-up? 

32.6.4.5.3. These relationships seem to be closely linked with certain 
terms in the IE kinship system. As we have seen, in the first and 
second ascending generations the ascertainable terms are the following 
(see 8. above): 


FM FF MF MM 
X *HauHos *HauHos Y 
FB F M MB 
*HauHos *patér *matér *HauHos 


For the grandfathers, but also for father’s brother and mother’s 
brother the term *HauHos (later *awos) is well established. For FM 
and MM, on the other hand, we have put X¥ and Y because with these 
terms there is a vacillation between two expressions. 

First, a basic element *Han- (later *an-) is found in Hitt. hannas 
(= X + Y), Arm. han(i) (= X + Y), OHG ana (= X + Y), OPruss. 
ane; possibly from the same root come Lat. anus ‘old woman’, and 
Gk. dvwvic (with expressive gemination? X + Y). 

Secondly, a basic *aw- (earlier *Haw-?) is seen in Lat. avia, Goth. 
awo. 

It would seem, then, that for grandmother—whether paternal or 
maternal—originally there was only one expression: *Hand; it was 
later, in Italic and Germanic, replaced by *Haw-. We might therefore 
conclude (cp. 9.3.2.) that an original suppletive opposition *HauHos : 
*Hana was later replaced by a derivational pair *HauHos: *HauHi 
(later still *awos: *awi). 

But this interprtation is made impossible by the fact that the word 
for ‘grandchild’, which is the mirror-image of the word for ‘grand- 
father’, is based on *Han- in the most widespread form *Hne-pot.-, 
and presents the basic *Han- in MHG enenkel from *an-en- and Slavic 
*unoko- from *an-on-ko- (see 9.2., 9.3.2.). 

These facts impose a quite different conclusion. They suggest that 
originally for the grandparents only the root *Han- was used, while 
*Haw- designated the first ascending generation. Diagrammaticdlly : 


65° This differs from the one presented by Wordick 1975: 257. 
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the original set 5° 


F2 M? 
* Hanos * Hana 
FB MB 
*HauHos *HauHos 
was replaced by 
F? M2 
*HauHos * Hana/* HauHi 

FB—MB 
*HauHos. 


This means that an original system, in which the generations were kept 
distinct, was replaced by one in which the two generations were, 
partly at least, mergad. The reason for this was no doubt the everday 
fact that after the grandparents’ death the eldest FB and MB stepped 
into the shoes of their parents. 

32.6.4.5.4: The conclusion that *HauHos originally denoted the par- 
ents’ male siblings is corroborated by a further consideration. 

The cross-cousin marriage hypothesis (32.6.3.3.) assumes that the 
formation of, e.g., Lat. auonculus, a diminutive, is explained by the 
fact that the maternal grand-uncle, that is the mother’s mother’s brother, 
is called *awos just the same as father’s father, and so mother’s brother 
can be described as a ‘little uncle’ as it were. The relations are 
(A symbolizes a male, O a female): 


FF MF MMB 

& i 4 * HauHos/*awos ‘grand-uncle = F?’ 
— *aqwonkelos ‘little grand-uncle = 
M MB little grandfather’. 


The explanation is given by the vertical, though fictitious, relationship 
between grand-uncle and uncle on mother’s side. 

According to the Omaha hypothesis (32.6.4.1., 32.6.4.3.1.) the expla- 
nation is in the skewing rule by which a female’s brother becomes 
equivalent to her father, i.e. EGO’s maternal uncle becomes his grand- 
father. The relations here are quite simple : 


MF A 
\ 
aN 


M O—— a MB 
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The explanation is given by the oblique (or slanting), but real, relation- 
ship between EGO’s maternal uncle and maternal grandfather. 

In fact neither explanation is tenable. If the relationship is to be 
between grand-uncle and uncle, then the differentiation of members 
of the first and the second ascending generations by means of dimi- 
nution would be unparalleled, and not only in the IE system. If, on 
the other hand, the relationship is to be conceived of as an equation of 
grandfather and maternal uncle, then there cannot be any reason for 
differentiation since the essence of the system demands equation. 

At this juncture it will have become clear that the maternal uncle 
is not differentiated from the grand-uncle or the grandfather but from 
the other uncles. EGO has a number of them both on the father’s and 
the mother’s side. The former are, as a rule, in the same joint family, 
always on the premises so to speak, and are as stern as father himself. 
The maternal uncles, especially the eldest, on the other hand, do not 
live in the same community, their occasional visits are a pleasant 
surprise-—perhaps not unaccompanied by a little present—and, seeing 
their little nephew only when he is on his best behaviour, they can 
easily afford to show their best form also. Their appearance is welcome, 
they can be called ‘dear uncle’, in contrast to the paternal relations 
who are mere ‘uncles’. (Cp. Goody’s description of a similar situation 
in African societies, 1969 : 59). 

It is therefore this Aorizontal relation between maternal and paternal 
uncles that confronts the nephew with the need for a, to him, essential 
differentiation by some means, by diminution in Latin, by other for- 
mative elements in other languages. At the same time, his procedure 
has presented us, in Lévi-Strauss’ memorable phrase (1969 : 473), with 
the “‘problem of a pseudo-matrilineal cast to a regime of father-right”. 
This matrilineal cast has now, I hope, been shown to be a pseudo- 
problem which arose only because some of the links had disappeared. 
32.6.4.5.5. But the bipolar orientation of EGO towards pleasant 
relationships, on the one hand, as grandson, towards grandfather, on 
the other, as nephew, towards his maternal uncle, has consequences 
for his own position vis-a-vis the latter. 

As has been pointed out by Wordick (1975: 262), the rule of 
terminological correlation, formulated by Sol Tax (1970a: 20-21), is 
relevant in this situation. This rule implies several behavioral principles : 

(a) “Persons toward whom EGO behaves in the same manner, he 
will call by the same term”; 

(6) “Persons to whom EGO behaves in a different manner, he will 
call by different terms”; 
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(c) “Individuals who behave toward one another in the same way, 
will use the same term for one another’’. 

All these rules also apply vice versa. But there may be exceptions 
“because another notion interferes”, for instance “the notion that 
normal age differences, which amount in effect to generation diffe- 
rences, should be noted in the terminology even if not in behavior”’’. 

Wordick thinks that by virtue of principle (a), “we might well 
expect that the affection which the MB expresses for EGO is ulti- 
mately traceable to a fundamental attitudinal pattern linking the grand- 
father to EGO”, and “tone may realistically conclude that the senti- 
mental tie binding EGO and his MB has nothing to do with matriliny, 
but is really only explicable in terms of the Omaha kinship termino- 
logy’. 

There is a basic flaw in this argument. The affectionate relation 
between EGO and MB is not “traceable” to the same kind of relation 
obtaining between EGO and grandfather; it can only be understood 
in the framework of Lévi-Strauss’ four-cornered kinship-unit, and need 
not be present in all kinship systems, the relation may indeed be the 
exact opposite (see 32.6.4.5.1. above). In consequence, as Wordick 
says, ‘the sentimental tie binding EGO and his MB has nothing to do 
with matriliny”, but, contrary to his assertion, it has nothing to do 
with Omaha systems either, it is due to a natural set-up encountered 
far beyond the confines of Omaha systems. 

In our view (32.6.4.5.3. fin.), the (eldest) maternal uncle came to 
be identified with grandfather as a result of the not uncommon 
Situation that, on the demise of his father (EGO's grandfather), he 
inherited father’s position. The consequence was that his name (*Hau- 
Hos/*awos) acquired the secondary sense ‘grandfather’, and not the 
other way around. And now we may add that in this development 
Sol Tax’ principle (a) may also have played a part. 

But in the context of this section the converse of principle (a}—Sol 
Tax covered this contingency with “‘vice versa’—is more important. 

If EGO behaves in the same manner to grandfather and maternal 
uncle, and as a result addresses both with the same term—which may, 
of course, subsequently be differentiated again—the converse will be 
that these kinsmen will also address him or refer to him with the 
same term, i.e. *(H)ne-pot- shifts from ‘grandson’ to ‘nephew’®*!, 
But, as we have seen, this change is very unlikely to have occurred 


65! Compare Benveniste’s explanation on a slightly different basis (1969 : 233 f.), and 
that of Friedrich (1966: 25), based on the assumption of an Omaha system. 
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in any area in JE times: in several cases the shift is demonstrably of 
late historical date, and in the Aryan group it never occurred. 
32.6.4.5.6. There is one further phenomenon which seems to be 
illuminated by Sol Tax’ rule of terminological correlation, this time 
by his principle (c). 

As has been pointed out already (32.6.4.4.1.4.5), in the Germanic, 
more precisely German, area uncle and nephew could call each other 
neve, and the nephew could be called dheim in the Middle Ages. 
Similarly, while, in OHG, the word fetiro only means ‘uncle’, in MHG 
it acquires the mednings ‘cousin, brother’s son’, and in modern times 
this is its only meaning; and the word basa which in OHG and MHG 
denotes ‘father’s sister’ only, is later also ‘MS, FBW’, and even ‘niece, 
cousin’, and today the normal meaning is ‘cousin, daughter of uncle or 
aunt’, only in Switzerland ‘aunt’. 

To explain these instances of reciprocality, Delbriick suggested (1889 : 
115 f.) that one of the two parties echoes the form of address employed 
by the other. And that in such cases a specific kind of kinship system 
(e.g. Omaha) cannot be held responsible, is quite clear from the fact, 
emphasized by Schrader (1904: I5f.), that these phenomena are con- 
fined to German—they are not found in, e.g., the Romance languages 
—and even in German they are found only since MHG. It is quite 
clear that they are due to a timeless principle, formulated by Sol Tax 
in (c). 

This reciprocality is also responsible for such double meanings as 
‘son-in-law’—‘father-in-law’, already observed in Gk. yapuBpdc (see 
32.5.6., 32.6.1.)©>? but also found in, e.g., Old Norse mdgr ‘son-in-law, 
brother-in-law, father-in-law’, whereas Gothic mégs only means ‘son- 
in-law’. 

One further instance has gone unrecognized so far. Arm. khefi 
‘mother’s brother’ seems, in sound-shape, close to khoyr ‘sister’, espe- 
cially to the gen. kher from IE “*swesr(os), see 6. above. But the 
difference in meaning séems so great that one is tempted to reject a 
comparison out of hand, and this was done indeed by Hiibsch- 
mann °>?., But Benveniste gives precedence to the formal aspect, and 
deriving kheri from *swesriyos explains (1969 : 231): “*L’oncle maternel 
est donc désigné litteralement comme ‘celui de la sceur’, d’aprés sa 
sceur qui est la mere de EGO”’. But this is obviously unsatisfactory : 

52 Gates (1971 : 49) finds that not all the changes can be explained on an Omaha 


basis, and suggests analogy and a partial breakdown of the Omaha system. 
53 See Hiibschmann, Armenische Grammatik I, 1897 (repr. 1962), $04. 
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for EGO, ‘sister’s (son? husband?)’ could not possibly refer to his 
mother, and via his mother to his uncle. The term could only refer to 
‘sister’s son’, i.e. his ‘nephew’, and the term could then, on the basis 
of reciprocality, come to denote the other member of the relation, the 
uncle. This implies that the original meaning was lost without a trace. 
32.6.4.5.7. In contrast to the nephew, the cousins don’t seem to have 
had a special name in IE. In historical times, Gk. &veytds does not 
(as could be expected from its etymology) mean ‘grandson’; it means 
‘cousin’, and at a later date develops the meaning ‘nephew’, apparent- 
ly with a late shift in generation. But Greek 1s an exception, Latin 
resorted to a new coinage (consobrinus, etc.), and did not extend the 
semantic sphere of an old term, and the same is true of other 
languages. 

The absence of a specific term for ‘cousin’ is not at all surprising 
in the case of parallel cousins, rather more so in the case of cross- 
cousins ®°*, On the evidence of 250 kinship systems, Murdock (1949: 
223 f.) has set up six types ‘‘based exclusively on male-speaking terms 
for female relatives”. In one, the Hawaiian type, “all cross and 
parallel cousins [are] called by the same terms as those used for sisters”, 
and it can be assumed that for male relatives the terms are the same as 
those used for brothers. But, in the other five, FSd and MBd, that is 
the cross-cousins, can have the same name as the parallel cousins 
and differ from that of the sisters (Eskimo), or differ from that of the 
parallel cousins and sisters (Iroquois), or else the terms for FSd and 
MBd can be different from each other and from that for parallel 
cousins and sisters (Sudanese, Omaha, Crow). That is to say, in only 
One system are kin of the same age group called by the same name 
(Hawaiian), in one other (Eskimo) cross and parallel cousins are set 
as a unit against the siblings, but in the other four types the cross- 
cousins are distinguished from all the other coeval kin, in some even 
the latter are split up. 

In the IE system, according to Friedrich (1966: 27) “tthe most 
likely grouping of cousins was of the Omaha type”, that is “all 
parallel cousins may have been classed with siblings, while cross- 
cousins were ranked asymmetrically upward and downward in the 
Omaha fashion. The maternal cross-cousins would be ranked with the 
MB and the M (or MS), just as the MB was grouped with the MF ..., 


©5¢ For these terms see fn. 610 above. 
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the FS’s children would be ranked downward with the sister’s children, 
just as the sister’s children appear to have been classed downward 
with the grandchjidren’”’. 

It is obvious, and is frankly admitted by Friedrich himself (1966: 
28: “the negative quality of the evidence’’) that this view cannot be 
substantiated; it is entirely due to a preconceived Omaha idea. Since, 
however, as has become clear already, the IE unit was the joint 
family—in which brothers stayed on, while sisters moved to other 
similar units—it seems much more probable that brothers’ children 
were regarded as siblings while the cross-cousins may have had a 
different name, without an asymmetrical shift. 
32.6.4.5.8. Finally it should be recalled that under the conditions of 
life in the joint family siblings were not only brothers and sisters of 
the nuclear family but all the offspring of siblings staying on in the 
joint family. This has nothing to do with a classificatory system but 
is unavoidable and logical in the circumstances. 
32.6.4.5.9. To sum up. The results of this section (32.6.4.5.) are of 
twofold interest. 

First, the focal points of variation in the IE system could be clarified 
without resort to the Omaha system. These factual results include the 
following points of greater importance : 

(a) The variation in the meaning of *HauHos (*awos) could be 
traced to an earlier state, in which the grandparents were denoted by 
*Hano-, while *HauHos was assigned to the parents’ male siblings. 
The shift was due to the fact that elder brothers frequently, even 
regularly took over father’s position after his death °°. 

(6) The shift from ‘grandson’ to ‘nephew’ was the consequence of 
Sol Tax’ principle (a). 

(c) The reciprocality between ‘uncle’ and ‘nephew’, the ambivalent 
use of the same term for ‘paternal uncle’ and ‘nephew’, etc., are 
explained by Sol Tax’ principle (c). 

Secondly, the results are of methodological interest. So far attempts 
have been made to explain the IE kinship system in terms of a single 
hypothesis, whether that be the assumption of an “original’’ classi- 
ficatory principle, or matriarchy, or an Omaha system, or what have 
you. In contrast to such views, we have seen that in the development 


55 In the light of our detailed investigation of the uncles’ position in the IE kinship 
system we cannot accept Benveniste’s view that we can observe “une superposition de 
systémes, et notamment Ja survivance d’une parenté a prédominance de l’oncle maternel”™ 
(1969 : 275). This is based on a misunderstanding and exaggeration of the MB’s role. 
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of the IE system several distinct principles have been at work. One 
of the most important was the principle of avunculate as clarified in 
its essence by Lévi-Strauss. But we have also seen that, his four-cornered 
basic unit had to be broadened to admit at least two more kin types 
which were of paramount importance in the system. Furthermore, 
certain relations necessitated the acceptance of some general principles, 
formulated with particular clarity by Sol Tax. 

The upshot of all this is that as in diachronic linguistics in general, 
so in kinship studies in particular we have to abandon the principle 
of single cause, and adopt the principle of multiple causation °*°. 

32.7. We have repeatedly referred to the smallest social unit of the 
Indo-Europeans as a joint family, comparable to the zadruga of the 
South Slavs, which was still very much alive in the last century. But 
what exactly does such a system mean; can we get any clearer ideas 
about this IE institution? 

32.7.1. The IE social system is usually described as ‘patriarchal. 
According to Schrader °>’, the first to voice this view was F. Bernhdft 
who 1882 declared: ‘Das Prinzip der Verwandtschaft im Mannes- 
stamme ist schon in der gemeinschaftlichen Vorzeit der Indogermanen 
durchgedrungen. Die Annahme, als ob urspriinglich noch Verwandt- 
schaft im Weiberstamme gegolten hatte ... ist zu verwerfen”. This 
view, directed against Bachofen’s matriarchalist theories, was subse- 
quently elaborated by Delbriick, and more and more generally accepted. 
The decisive linguistic argument became the imbalance between the 
paternal and maternal kinship terminology. On the father’s side the 
terminology is well-established and elaborate, but—says Schrader (0.c., 
284B)}—“‘[es] lassen sich keine urzeitlichen Bezeichnungen fiir die Be- 
zichungen des jungen Mannes zu den Angehorigen seiner Frau ... 
nachweisen”’. Meillet argued in the same way (1937: 390 f.): “Les 
degrés de parenté immédiate dans la famille de homme sont donc 
désignés par des termes propres ... Pour la famille de Ja femme, tout 
est vague et incertain ... Tout ceci indique un état social ou la femme 
entrait dans la famille du mari, mais ou le mari n’avait pas avec la 
famille de sa femme une parenté. II s’agit de ces ‘grandes familles’ a 
parenté masculine’’. 

In more recent years, Scherer has stated that: ‘‘die [idg.] Familien- 
form war die der vaterrechtlichen GroBfamilie”’ (1956: 13); in Devoto’s 

5 Note especially Y. Malkiel, Multiple versus simple causation in linguistic change, 


in: To honor Roman Jakobson 2, 1967, 1228-1246; Campbell, Lg. 47, 1971, 204 f. 
57 See Schrader-Nehring 1923 : 285B. 
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formulation : “‘al centro della civilta indeuropea sta la famiglia patriar- 
cale’”’ (1962 : 223); and according to Thieme (1964: 594 f.): “The PIE 
family quite evidently was a patriarchally organized joint family; upon 
marriage, the wife entered her husband’s clan, acquiring new relatives, 
while the husband was not officially connected with his wife’s family”. 

But perhaps the most detailed description of this system has been 
given by Ernst Meyer (260 f.): 

“Unter dem gemeinsamen geistigen Kulturbesitz der indogerma- 
nischen Volker sticht besonders dic soziale Organisation der patriar- 
chalischen GroBfamilie hervor. Sie bedeutet, daB 

[1] die Rechtsstellung der Kinder sich nach der Abkunft vom Vater 
bestimmt, daB 

[2] die Frau in die Familie und Gewalt ihres Mannes eintritt und 
aus ihrer bisherigen Familie ausscheidet und daB 

[3] der Familienvater der alleinige selbstandige Rechts- und Gewalt- 
inhaber tiber seine gesamte Familie ist und zeitlebens bleibt. Dicse 
vaterliche Gewalt erstreckt sich auch auf die erwachsenen Sohne, ihre 
Frauen und Kinder, die alle im Verband der GroBfamilie wohnen 
bleiben, solange der Vater lebt ... 

[Es} fehlen Bezeichnungen fiir die Verwandten der Frau, da zu ihnen 
als AngehGrigen einer anderen GroBfamilie keine Rechtsbeziehungen 
bestanden’’®**, 

32.7.2. These statements unanimously assert two things : 

(1) There are no kinship terms for the wife’s family ; 

(2) Therefore the system was ‘patriarchal’. 

Both statements demand closer examination. 
32.7.2.1, It is truly amazing that down to 1959 no exception should 
have been taken to the long-standing view that the wife’s kin was 
ignored in the IE kinship terminology. With his 1959 paper, Goody 
earned the gratitude of all Indo-Europeanists by simply pointing out 
that such a doctrine was an anthropological absurdity. As he put it (89): 
“‘there is no patrilineal system known to me in which there are no 
terms whatsoever employed by men to address or refer to their wives’ 
kin ...; this would appear to be just as true of matrilineal and cognatic 
(bilateral) societies as of patrilineal ones. The philologists have posited 
a system which would be possible only if a society provided for no 


©5® | do not know on what evidence Meyer can say (261) that “die Begriffe Vater 
und GroBvater urspriinglich nicht geschieden waren”; as far as I know the two are kept 
distinct and are never confused in any IE language. 
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recognition of a woman’s natal kin after her marriage; ... no known 
society fails to provide for marriage of a higher status where the 
woman’s relationships with her natal kin continue to be recognised 
after marriage, at least terminologically, and hence provide a link 
between the kin of the groom and those of the bride’. Goody finds it 
particularly hard to swallow a system, such as is reconstructed for the 
Indo-Europeans, “in which there are no special terms for any of the 
husband’s affines. In all of Morgan’s 137 terminologies, there is not 
one fully recorded system which fails to provide some distinctive affinal 
terms, for spouse’s siblings if not for spouse’s parcnt’’ (90). For as 
Goody observes (ibid.), in Morgan’s catalogue there are only six exam- 
ples of father having a different name from the father-in-law, and one 
of these is Laguna of the Western Pueblos, who have no terms for 
wife’s siblings either. But since Laguna society is not only matrilineal 
but also uxorilocal (i.e. the husband joins the wife on marriage), this 
also means that “the in-marrying spouse uses for the ‘father-in-law’ 
the kinship term already employed by the spouse who does not change 
residence”’. 

We are thus faced with the question whether the IE system is one 
which is empirically said to be impossible, or whether the alleged 
facts are pseudo-facts. Some of the relevant terms shall be examined. 

(a) It is often asserted that *swekuros ‘head of the joint family’ and 
*swekrus ‘his wife’ were coined by the incoming bride. But, as we 
have seen (17.-18.4.; 32.1.7.), the meaning of the terms is rather more 
in favour of their being internal coinages adopted by the daughter- 
in-law. What is more, the wife could use them in referring to her own 
parents also, and perhaps her husband could also use the terms with 
reference to his in-laws (32.6.4.3.3., and cf. fn. 635). The same pheno- 
menon, the bilateral use of the same term, can be seen in *awos 
which denotes both father’s and mother’s brother. The latter should 
actually be impossible, since he is a kin of someone who as a young 
bride joined her husband’s family and should have severed all links 
with her own family. 

(6) Even more important 1s the fact that there is a term for the 
son-in-law (20.3.1.-2.). For, although it must have been coined by 
his in-laws, it nevertheless proves that they took notice of the other 
(joint) family. 

(c) The husband’s brother’s wife, *yenatér, is kept distinct from 
husband’s sister, *gal-i- (25.), the exogamous woman from the woman 
of the joint family. 
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(d) The wife’s brother seems to have been denoted by a term (cf. 
27.4.-5.) which in Indian appears as sy@la-, in Slavic as Sure, Surins. 
This is spouse’s sibling in Goody’s list of desiderata >’. 

(e) The wife’s sister’s husband is called (see 27.8.) *sweliyo-, which, 
in the normal case, meant an outsider. 

Although the terms on the wife’s side are not as plentiful and as 
clearly established as on the husband’s side, nevertheless there are 
enough of them to show that the wife’s kin was not ignored. More- 
over, in many cases they were no doubt addressed or referred to by 
the same terms as the husband’s kin. 

32.7.3. On the strength of the linguistic evidence it is, as we have 
seen, asserted that the Indo-Europeans had a patriarchal system. 

For a European, this term will probably conjure up a system 
based upon his Old Testament reading and modelled on the patriarchs. 
The main characteristic will be supreme power over the whole family. 
It was on this notion that, as a kind of counter-part, the nineteenth 
century modelled its idea of matriarchy. 

The average Indo-Europeanist may mean the same thing when he 
speaks of patriarchy, at least by implication; but, explicitly, he will, 
as a rule, merely aver that in IE society the bride joined her husband’s 
family and left her own for good, hence the absence of special terms 
to denote her own kin. 

Wordick launches a violent attack on the patriarchalist view of IE 
society (1975: 15-27) but, if we ignore the question of wife’s kin 
—disposed of in the preceding section—, then the only real charge 
is that patriarchy is a fuzzy term®®°, and should be replaced by its 
several constituent elements. For the purposes of such an investigation 
we may conveniently start from Radcliffe-Brown’s definition °°! : 

“*A society may be called patriarchal when 
[1] descent is patrilineal (i.e. the children belong to the group of the 

father), 
(2] marriage is patrilocal (i.e. the wife removes to the local group of 
the husband), 


659 It may be recalled here that for the cousins no special terms seem to have 
existed in Indo-European, see 32.6.4.5.7. 

669 Cf. Goody (1959: 88): “patriarchal ... is a coricept which has played little part 
in analyses of kinship systems for the past twenty years, largely owing to its ambiguity”. 

©¢! The definition was first given in 1924, see Radcliffe-Brown 1952: 22, and is quoted 
by Wordick (1975; 23). 
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[3] inheritance (of property) and succession (to rank) are in the male 
line, and 
[4] the family is patripotestal (i.e. the authority over the members of 
the family is in the hands of the father or his relatives)”. 

32.7.3.1. Descent, or, more precisely, the organization of descent 
groups according to certain principles, can be patrilineal, matrilineal, 
or bilateral. There can be no doubt that the IE system was characterized 
by patriliny, as is the case with all IE societies in historical times. Further 
evidence is presented by the names which reflect the father’s line®®?. 
32.7.3.2. That the IE marriage was characterized by patrilocality, is 
again not to be doubted. The alternative, matrilocality or uxorimatrilo- 
cality, can be ruled out, but patrilocality could have two variants : the 
husband either continued to live at his father’s place (viripatrilocality), 
or else he moved to a new home (neolocality)®®?. 
32.7.3.2.1. That it was the bride who normally joined her husband, 
and not the other way around, is corroborated by the terms referring 
to the solemn ceremony of deductio (uxoris). The Romans said uxdrem 
ducere ‘to marry (someone)’, the Greeks’ phrase was yovaixa &yetv or 
(of the bridegroom) &yec@at, and yapeiv (cf. 20.3.), but the unanimous 
evidence of a large number of IE languages—ranging from the Far 
West to the Far East— proves that IE had a quite different word for 
this solemn act; cf. W. dy-weddio ‘to betroth’, Lithu. vedz ‘conduct, 
marry’, Slav. vedg ‘id.’, Avest. vddaya- ‘marry off, give away’, vadu- 
‘young woman, wife’ = Ind. vadhi- ‘bride, young wife’. The material, 
fully displayed and correctly evaluated by Schrader®®*, guarantees an 
IE verbal root *wedh- ‘lead, conduct’ as the habitual word for ‘marry- 
ing’ 65, 

This evidence would be sufficient to prove that the IE family was 
patrilocal, since only the man can conduct the bride to his (father’s) 


662 Of particular interest in this context is the study of Hdrsch, Soziologisches zur 
altindischen Namenkunde (Asiatische Studien 18-19, 1966, 227-246), in which it is shown 
that the type Gautami-putra, in which the descendant is named after his mother dates 
from the end of the Vedic period; the Rigvedic Mamateya ‘son of Mamata’ is an isolated 
instance but the father, U¢athya, is also named. 

663 For this terminology see, e.g. Wordick 1975: 25 f. 

©6* See Schrader-Nehring 1923 : 470, 473 f., 480. 

665 Since ‘being conducted’ is equivalent to ‘going’, it is not surprising that ‘marriage’ 
is often termed ‘going to (a) man’, cf. Hung. féerjhez megy. It is therefore ridiculous to 
interpret Russ. vyjti zamuz ‘to get married’ (of a woman) as ‘hinter dem Mann gehen’ 
—‘wie ein Stiick Vieh'!—as is sUnERsIRS by Briickner, KZ 45, 1913, 319, and accepted by 
Schrader 477 f. 
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home, not the bride him. But in view of the increase in material, it 
will be useful briefly to discuss some more recent developments °°, 

First of all, the Hittite data should be mentioned which have been 
brought to bear upon our problem by Pedersen, Benveniste, and 
Kronasser®®’. The pair of verbs pehute-. ‘bring (hither) and uwate- 
‘bring (thither)’ was interpreted by these scholars as compounded 
with the directional preverbs pe- and u- and the verbal root Awat., 
identical with Lithu. veda®°?. Thus pehut- would show a change of 
wa to u, uwat- a loss of h before wa (kept, to avoid u-u-)®°?. Benve- 
niste explicitly concludes that the IE form, usually reconstructed as 
*wedh-, had an initial laryngeal, that is had the shape *Hwedh-. 

The preservation in one case (pehute-), but loss in the other (uwate-), 
of the same initial laryngeal is, of course, somewhat embarrassing. The 
suggestion that there were three more or less homophonous verbs, i.e. 
uda- ‘bring’, wede(-hi) ‘build’, and wede(-mi) ‘lead’®’°, is no improve- 
ment if it is still maintained that pe(h)ude- is compounded with the 
last mentioned verb. If uwa- could be taken as representing 4#-, the 
contraction of u-hu- (from u-hwa-, like pehu- from pehwa-) with loss 
of h between like vowels would perhaps be easier to understand. But 
the consistent spelling u-wa-°7! rules out any assumption of this kind. 

However, the facts force us to acknowledge two verbs of a very 
close semantic range. There is, on the one hand, a verb wedaye- (or 
wéddye-?) ‘bring’ which is perhaps identical with udahi®’?, On the 
other hand, a root with initial 4- appears in Awitiya- ‘draw, pull’, pass. 


666 See Pokorny 1959: 1115 f., but especially Benveniste, Expression indo-européenne 
du mariage, in: A Pedro Bosch-Gimpera (Mexico City 1963), 49-52, reprinted 1969: 
239-244; and Benveniste 1962 : 33-40 : Dialectologie i.e. de la racine *»ei-. It is surprising 
that Benveniste visits some undeserved strictures on Delbriick for treating the marriage 
terms (1889 : 62 f.) “‘de maniére assez superficiclle”, while he himself takes no notice of 
Schrader’s ample and excellent presentation of the facts. 

667 See Pedersen, Hittitisch, 1938, 131; Kronasser, Fs. Pokorny, 1967, 47 {and cf. 
Kronasser 1966 : 465, 467); for Benveniste sce preceding footnote (and especially 1962: 
38-39). 

668 Kronasscr, l.c., slightly diverges when he thinks that pchut- has the nil-grade of 
wet- with (anorganic) A-, while uwate- is simply to be interpreted as wete-. 

¢°9 | cannot accept the view (Watkins, Idg. Gram. III/1, 1969, 69; Eichner, MSS 31, 
1973, 55) that -se- in these verbs is IE dhé- ‘place* for the simple reason that ‘place’ does 
not lead to ‘conduct, bring’. Fichner’s assumption of a compounded *Hau-dhé- ‘weg- 
setzen’ has the further difficulty that the cognates of Lat. au- seen in Hitt. awan, Luw. 
aw-(imi) reveal that there was no initial laryngeal. 

670 Laroche, Revue d’Assyriologie 62, 1968, 89. 

67! Emphasized by Kronasser 1966 : 467!.. 

©72 See Kronasscr 1966: 475°; Laroche, 1.c.; Hollifield ap. Watkins, 5. Fachtagung 
der Idg. Gesellschaft, 1975, 373. 
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‘(the troops) were taken, led’, and the deponential 2.sg. Awezta from 
hwet-ta, which in view of such semantic parallels as Lat. dicd ‘lead’ 
from ‘pull’ (cf. Goth. tiuhan, OHG ziohan) is obviously connected with 
pehut-°7>, This must mean that we have side by side wed-/ud- and 
hwet-/hut-, the former in uwate-, the latter in pehute-. To the IE 
proto-form of hwet- we shall return below, 32.7.3.2.2. 

After the Hittite evidence, the Iranian data shall be examined. Not, 
of course, the transparent vad- ‘lead’, nor the less clear Av. vadairyu- 
‘briinstig; in heat’, vadrya- ‘nubile’®’*, but, because of its formation, 
the well-established word vadu- = Ind. vadhu-. According to Benve- 
niste (1962 : 35), this noun is formed with a suffix -z- ““dénotant certains 
membres féminins de la famille ancienne”, such as Vedic agri-, Svasrii-. 
But it is obvious that we do not have to do with a special suffix, but 
rather with the spread of an ending which appeared in some influ- 
ential ‘leader’ words. As we have seen (17.-18.1.), IE “swekris re- 
presents the regular feminine of a masculine *swekoru-, and (see 19.) 
*snusts ‘daughter-in-law’ is syncopated from *sunu-s#-. There can be 
no doubt that these two terms, which by “accident” had the ending 
-u- —and probably the same is true of Vedic agru#- — were instru- 
mental in spreading it to other nouns®’*. This is particularly clear 
in the case of Aryan vadhi-. As a derivative of the verbal root *wedh-, 
it must have been a passive adjective *wodhd ‘she who is led, has been 
conducted’ in the first place. It was a form of this kind that, under the 
influence of the leader words mentioned, was transformed to *wodhi- 
in dialectal Indo-European or perhaps only in Aryan. 

It is well known that Old Iranian vadu- survives in NPers. bayd(g) 
‘bride, young woman’ from *vaduv-aka@°’®. It is less well known that 
it is also represented by MPers. wdwdg’n ‘wedding’, Pahl. wayddagan 
(spelt wydwtk'n, corresponding to the Pahlavi Psalter’s wydwtky) ‘nup- 
tials, marriage feast’®’’. Under the influence of the Syriac, Henning 
thought that wdwdg’n was not just the ‘wedding’ but the ‘wedding 


673 The comparison with Awitiya-/hwet- was first suggested in Szemcrényi, BSOAS 
27, 1964, 160A. For these forms see also Kronasser 1966: 485; E. Neu, Interpretation 
der hethitischen mediopassivcn Verbalformen, 1968, 56; Der Anitta-Text, 1974, 54.72. 

74 On these words sec Hauschild, MIO 11, 1966, 476, 479-480; Emmerick, IIJ 13, 
1971, 123-125. 

673 A similar view was advanced by Sommer, see Mayrhofer III 136. 

*76 So, rightly, Mayrhofer II] 136, as against Gauthiot, MSL 20, 1916, 19 (: from 
*wadit-ka). 

677 For the forms sce Henning, BSOAS 28, 1965, 242; MacKenzie, A concise Pahlavi 
dictionary, 1971, 89. 
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room, bridal chamber’, although he admitted that neither the MPer- 
sian, nor the Sogdian text required more than just ‘wedding’®’®. I 
suggest therefore that wd’wag'n represents *wadu-wad-akdn ‘Heim- 
fiihrung der Braut’, the wedding being named after its most conspi- 
cuous and essential element. 

But Indian seems also to have preserved traces of the old root 
*wedh-, beyond and apart from vadhu- (and possibly vadharyanti). 

The root vah-, which is a cognate of Lat. vehd, Slav vezg, etc., 
and correspondingly shows the basic meaning ‘carry, convey, trans- 
port’, has, according to Grassmann, in three Rigvedic passages, in 
the middle, the meaning ‘cin Weib sich heimfthren, heiraten’. On 
inspection, two of the passages (5, 37, 3; 10, 27, 11) can be verified 
to offer this meaning: both have ya im vuhate ‘der sie heimfihren/ 
heiraten soll/wird’ (Geldner). But in the third passage (1, 167, 7) it 
is merely stated that Rodasi, friend of the Maruts, transports other 
women, and this cannot be regarded as showing the same meaning. 
One must rather say that in this passage the middle vahate is used in 
the same way as are the active vah- (once) and ni+vah- (four times) 
when it is described that the ASvins have brought home for Vimada 
his wife (wives); the passages are 10, 65, 12; and 4, 112, 19; 1, 116, 1; 
1, 117, 20; 10, 39, 7; twice (10, 17, 1, and 10, 85, 13) pari+vah- is 
found with the same meaning. Grassmann gives one other passage 
(10, 32, 3) as presenting the active vahati in the sense that a woman 
marries a man; on inspection, this for the Indo-Europeanist slightly 
disturbing situation dissolves into thin air: at the passage in question 
Lady Poetry brings home Indra. 

Thus, oddly enough, there are only two passages in the Rigveda, 
in which the middle vahafe is used in the sense claimed for it. But 
the use is corroborated by the much more frequently occurring noun 
vahatu- which literally means ‘Heimftihrung’, the escorting of the 
bride to her new home, but can mean quite generally ‘marriage, 
wedding". Thus, e.g., it can be said (10, 17, 1) that: tvasra duhitre 
vahatum krnoti ‘T. arranges a marriage (a svayamvara) for his daugh- 
ter’. The word is used repeatedly in the wedding-hymn (10, 85) cele- 
brating the prototypical marriage of Sirya with Soma. 

Thus there can be no doubt that in Indian vah- is used in the sense 
claimed for it. But this fact is rather puzzling for the Indo-Europea- 


678 On the Sogdian word see now M. Schwartz, in: Altorientalische Forschungen I, 
Berlin 1974, 259 ( : Baydni-p§-akté is ‘wedding’, i.e. ‘the making of a bridegroom = baga- 
son’). 
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nist : on the evidence of all the other IE languages we can affirm that 
the essential act of IE marriage, the escorting of the bride to her new 
home was invariably described with the verb *wedh- ‘lead, conduct’, 
or one of its successors, e.g. Lat. diucd. It seems therefore clear that 
Ind. vah- ‘to marry’ continues, not IE *wegh- ‘transport’, but *wedh- 
‘lead, conduct’. In other words, vah- shows the development of a media 
aspirata to A, in our case of dh to h"’, which is familiar from such 
cases as saha, tha, grha-, @ha®®°, and the verbal endings -mahe, -vahe, 
and may be an early Middle Indianism °®'. But the new form vah- has 
no doubt brought about new associations, strengthened by the new 
ways of life on Indian territory, esp. the carts drawn by cattle, etc. 
32.7.3.2.2, The same direction in the move to a new residence as Is 
indicated by *w:edh-, is also shown by the consensus of the IE Janguages 
in using ‘giving away’ as the generally acknowledged phrase which is 
appropriate only with reference to the bride, not to the bridegroom; 
cf, Gk. (éx}sodvat, Lat. dare, Goth. fragibun, Slav ofsdati, Lithu. 
iSduoti, Ind. prada-. 

This direction is confirmed by the existence of the brideprice. We 
cannot, of course, speak of a real purchase of the wife°®?, the bride- 
price is rather in the nature of compensation, an exchange for ,the loss 
suffered by the wifc’s family °*°—how? by the removal of the wife, i.e. 
to her new residence! 

That Indo-European did possess a term for this concept is shown by 
Gk. éedva, E5vov, and OE wituwna, weotuma, wetma, OHG widemo, 
modern Wittumn. These forms obviously belong together but they are 
hard to reconcile all the’same, even if we ignore the morphological 
discrepancies. Pokorny (1959: 1116) posits a basic form *wed-mno-, 
without a word of explanation concerning the details; Frisk (I 442) 


679 See Wackernagel, Ai.Gr.1, 1896 (repr. 1957), 250 (and Debrunnec’s Addenda). 

68° This is of course from ddha, and has its nearest cognates, as-expected, in Iranian, 
see Szemerényi, Sprache 12, 1967, 205; cf. Emmerick, in: Henning Memorial Volume, 
1970, 146. The defence by Hamp of the ‘old equation’ (JAOS 90, 1970, 230B) flies in 
the face of the unusually clear evidence. 

©8! See Emeneau, in: Ancient JE dialects, 1966, 131. 

©82 Against the Brautkauf, maintained by e.y., Schrader-Nehring (1923: 161 f., 471) 
and Hermann (1937 : 44 f£.), see Koschaker’s subtler interpretation (1937: 79 f.) of the 
transactions, especially his point that the word for bride-price usually differs from the 
one for purchase price. 

°63 For anthropological treatments see, e.g. Beals-Hoijer 1959: 491 f.; Goody 1969: 
194 f. {and index), and especially Lévi-Strauss’ insistence on the exchange character of 
the gifts, c.g. 1969: 483 (: “*marnage is the archetype of exchange’) and the references 
in his index s. exchange. 
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is somewhat more forthcoming. If we ignore the formation (: Gk. -no- 
and Gmc. -mon- from IE *-mmo-?), the main problem is the root-form : 
Greek and Old English point to IE *wed-, Old High German to 
*wedh-. The latter form has naturally long since led to the assumption 
that the bride-price was nothing else but a gift connected with (or a 
return for) the ‘conducting away’ of the bride. If this be accepted, 
then the problem is the dental in Greek and Old English. Mayrhofer 
ignorcs this split within Germanic when he suggests that the original 
form of the root may have been */(Hjwed-, in which case Indian 
would present a sccondary aspiration due to vah-, IE *wegh-°, 
Hamp, on the other hand, thinks that the problem of variation is 
solved by positing a basic *wedH-mon, in which H could function 
vocalically or consonantally, accounting for d and dh respectively. This 
presupposes an IE form *HwedH-***. But if we acknowledge an initial 
laryngeal in the proto-form, then *Hwed- could be the source both 
of *wed- and of *wedh-, of the former by simple loss, of the latter 
by metathesis of the laryngeal, ie. *Hwed- > *wedH- > “wedh-, 
just as the original *Host- ‘bone’, preserved in Hittite, gave by meta- 
thesis *vstH, the source of Ind. asthi®%®, 

Finally, it may be recalled here that the restrictions surrounding the 
widow (cf. 23.3.) are only intelligible in the case of patrilocal residence. 
32.7.3.2.3. Patrilocality is, of course, directly attested in many IE 
societies, espccially in the form of joint families. We have already 
referred to the South Slavic zadruga (see 6.2.), and further examples 
are quoted by Schrader-Nehring (1923: 288 f.) concerning the Celts, 
the Armenians, and the Indians. But it might be useful to expatiate 
on the “house community” of the Balkan peoples (see Lowie 1946: 
517): there is in Albania 


“the patriarchal house community that unites under a single roof a father with 
his sons and sons’ sons, the wives being brought from without. Up to fifty 
persons have been found living in this way in a single house. However, this is 
not a distinctively Albanian practice, being more particularly associated in 
historic times with the Southern Slavs. Even in 1932 Mr. Adamic found a Ser- 


68¢ Mayrhofer, Sprache 10, 1965, 191. Mayrhofer III 137.—Since a further Germa- 
nic form is attested in Burgundian witreme (quod mantus dedit), quoted by Schrader- 
Nehring 1923: 163, it might be just conceivable that internal loan relations have 
obscured a previously clear picture. faithfully preserved in Old English -2-. 

©85 Sce Hamp, Sprache 14. 1968, 156-159; 15, 1969, 63. An original *Hwedk- had 
already been assumed by Puhvel, Lg. 29, 1953, 23 (but only for the verb) and Benveniste, 
1962 : 39 (ditto, but cf. 34). 

686 Cf, Szemerényi, Donum Balticum—Fs. Stang, 1971, 525 and 532 fn. 61. 
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bian unit of this type, composed of eleven single families dwelling in one 
twenty-room house”’. 


But it should not be passed over in silence that the patrilocal joint 
family was no more than the rule, it was not a law without exception. 

In Homer we find several examples that the son-in-law lives at his 
father-in-law’s, not at his father’s place, although the norm is the 
patrilocal joint family, the oikos®®’, Thus, e.g., in Priam’s palace 
(see Il. 6, 242 f.) fifty sons live with their wives, each couple having a 
room allocated to it, along a corridor it would seem, and in another 
part of the premises twelve chambers accommodated Priam’s married 
daughters with their husbands. Here then twelve men have joined 
their wives at the home of the women's father, an unusual variant of 
residential arrangement which may be called uxoripatrilocality. Similar- 
ly, Nestor’s palace (see Od. 3, 387) accommodated his sons and sons- 
in-law. 

No doubt these were the arrangements of princely houses only, and 
the norm was that married daughters lived with their husbands at 
the husband’s (father’s) place, and not the other way around. But 
similar exceptions must have occurred in other socteties also. It will 
be enough to refer to the family of Njal, described in one of the 
Icelandic sagas, which comprised his wife, sons and sons-in-law with 
their children, and the household, all in all some fifty people ®*®. 
32.7.3.3.. The third criterion in Radcliffe-Brown’s definition concerns 
inheritance and succession. 

As we have seen already (6.13.1.) the IE possessive pronoun shows 
that, on the whole, property was communal, it belonged to the joint 
family and was passed on from one generation to the other ®®*. That 
the headship in the joint family was transmitted from father to eldest 
son is, in the light of the situation in historical times, very likely. 


68” For the following see also Lucey 1968: 39 f.; Snodgrass 1974: 120. 

6°68 See Birket-Smith 1956: 281. 

89 See Schrader-Nehring 1923: 231 f., 291. Snodgrass (1974: 118) quotes Goody, 
according to whom, on the basis of property-transmission, human societies can be 
divided into two categories : those which exhibit ‘diverging devolution’, “whereby proper- 
ty ts distributed among kin of both sexcs”; and those which have ‘homogeneous 
devolution’, whereby “property passes through kin of the same sex only”. At the peril 
of trespassing on unfamiliar ground, I would maintain that this classification is irrelevant 
for IE society, it was evolved at a much later date. That even IE socicty knew various 
kinds of private or personal property (e.g. clothes, weapons, finery), is of course not 
to be doubted but does not affect the main issue. 
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Descent in the male line seems to demand succession in the male 
line. 
32.7.3.4. Finally, the question of patriarchy in the narrow sense or 
patripotestality, concerns “the authority over the members of the 
family’’®?° or the “‘jural authority vested in the oldest male of the 
family’’®?!. Wordick argues (1975: 26) that even in this restricted 
sense the IE family was not patriarchal since only in Roman, Greek, 
and Armenian society did the family-head have ‘complete, unrestricted 
control over the property of the family” while “‘in all other IE ethnic 
groups all the male members of the joint family held the property in 
severalty, and for a transaction the consent of all adult males was 
required”. 

This seems to me to narrow down the question of patriarchy to 

matters of property dealings. Yet, there were surely questions like 
choosing a husband for one’s daughter or a wife for one’s son, punish- 
ment, etc., which loom much larger in the average mind when a 
person is or was described as a patriarch. Unfortunately, lexical ele- 
ments, or rather fragments of the lexicon, will never allow us to 
reconstruct a full synchronous picture. But the pointers offered by 
various IE societies®?* should not be ignored. 
32.7.4. To sum up. In the light of definitions given by anthropo- 
logists, IE society can still be described as patriarchal if we bear in 
mind that this term comprises a bundle of highly variable components. 
It means that the society’s organization was patrilineal, patrilocal, and 
to a considerable extent patripotestal. Succession was regulated in the 
male line but inheritance, as far as the primitive situation and the 
restricted nature of private property allowed such problems to arise 
at all, was probably left to the individual’s decision. 


99 See Radcliffe-Brown 1952: 22, 
6°! This is Wordick’s definition (1975 : 26), echoing Cioady'n words (1959: 88-89). 
#92 See, e.g. Schrader-Nehring 1923 ; 289 f. 
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adser 6.9, bhratér 5.1.-5.5.; 6.1.3 22.4.3 32.1.3.; 
asH(e)r 6.9. 32.2.1.; 32.5.2.; 32.5.7.; 32.6.1.-3.; 
atér $.3.-5.6.2.; fn. 590. 32.6.4.3.4.; fn. 86, 88. 

iti-(no-) 5.6.1. bhi- 3.3.; 22.4. 

utla, attikos 1. bhitor 22.4, 

uu fn. 161. bhitri 22.4. 


uwi =8.; 11.4.3 32.6.4.3.3.; fn. 183. bh(w)ilios 3.3. 
awe koime 32.3.; fn. 252. 
awl 8.3 11.4.5 12.; 32.6.4.3.3.; fm. 182. daiwér 24.; 32.1.10.; 32.2.1.; 32.6.4, 
uwino-  32.5.1.; 32.6.3.3. 3.3.-4, 
awonkelos  32.6.4.5.4. dayu- 24, 
uwos 7.8.5 TLb-90.3.; 12.; 32.5- deHyw- 24. 
32.6.4.; 32.7.2.1.; fn. 218. deiwi = 30.2.4.4. 
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deiwos 30.2.4.4.;31.2.4.; fn. 169, 312. 
dem- 22.2.; 28.1. 

dems-potis 6.11.2.; 22.3. 
demspotni 6.11.2. 

deus- fn. 314. 

déeXywr_ fin. 345. 

dlakt- fn. 358. 

dm-mart- 22.2. 

dm-mort(i)s 22.2. 

dm-pedom 22.2, 

dnghwa fn. 183. 

dom- 22,2.,-3.; 28.1.; 29.5.; 30.; 30.2. 
3.; 32.1.11.; fn. 377, 383. 

domos 28. 

dom-potni 22.3. 

doms potis 28. 

domus 28. 

doru- 5.5. 

doselos 30.1. 

dus- fn. 314. 

dXywér fn. 345. 

dhé- 12.; 23.2. 

dhéi- fn. 236. 

dhé-k- fn. 425. 

dhelios 3.3. 

dheugatero- 9.3.3. 

dheugh- 4.1.; fn. 74. 

dhug- 4.1. 

dhug-a 4.1.; 32.3. 

dhugh- 4.1. 

dhugH- 4.1. 

dhugotér 4.1.; 11.2.; 26.1.; 32.2.1; 
32.3.; fn. 252. 

ed- fn. 101. 

édu- fn. 101. 

egni- 5.6.2. 

ekwa 30.2.4.4. 

ekwos 6.13.1.; 30.2.4.4. 

el- 31.1.7. 
(e)leudh- 31.1.7. 

(e)leudheros 31.1.2. 

en(e)u 9.2. 

er- 31.3.8.5. 

eri- 31.3.4.1. 

es- fn. 175. 

esar 6.9. 
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esOr 6.8.-12.; 22.; 32.1.4.; fn. 133, 
145. 

és fn. 133. 

esu- 6.13.6.; fn. 175. 

euk-es- fn.162. 

ewos 11.3.2. 


gal- 25.4. 

galag-s-o- fn. 358. 

galawo- 25.2. 

gal-i-  25.4.; 32.4.10.; 32.7.2.1. 

galis 25.5. 

gal-u- 25.4. 

gel- 25.4. 

gelawo- 285.2. 

gemaros 25.4, 

gem2-ro-s_ 20.3.; 25.4.; 32.1.9.; 32.2. 
1.; 32.5.6. 

gemo-tér 20.3.; 32.1.9.; 32.2.1.; 32.5. 
6. 

gemo- 20.3.). 

gen- 22.1.2. 

gensti- 20.3. 

gensto- 20.3. 

gomeros 20.3. 

g)-(e)i- 25.4. 

glH-i- 25.3.-4. 

glos 25.1. 

glous 25.1. 

glowds_ fn, 352. 

gm-ro- fn. 266. 

gné- 20.3. 

gno- 20.3. 

gom(o} 20.3.1. 

gom(e)ro- 20.3.1. 

grayus 5.5. 

e*(e)l- fn. 95. 

g’en- 22.1.1.-3.; fn. 281, 294. 

g’em- 22.1.2. 

g’elbhes- fn. 81. 

g’ena 22.1.1.; fn. 283. 

g’Eni- 22.1.1. 

g’eni- 22.1.1.; fn. 585. 

g’eni-is-o, g’eniso- 22.1.1. 

g*l-ok’- fn. 95, 

g*na 22.1.1. 

gYous 6.11.2.; 22.1.3. 
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22.1.3. 
fn. 294. 
22.1.3. 
22.1.2. 


g"u- 
gu-en- 
g’w-en- 
g”hen- 


gheimo- fn. 312. 
ghostipos fn. 196. 
ghosti-potis fn. 196. 


ha- 5.6.1. 

(H)an- 8.; 9.2.; 32.1.5.3 32.6.4.5.3. 

Hana 8.; 32.6.4.5.3. 

Hanonko-_ 9.3.2. 

ha-nt 5.6.1. 

haint-(dhi)dhémi 

hant-dh-d 5.6.1. 

Hanti-tyo- 30.2.4.4. 

HauHi 32.6.4.5.3. 

HauHos 7.-7.1.; 8.; 32.5.1.; 32.5.4; 
32.6.4.5.3.-9. 

H,el- 31.1.2. 

H,el- 31.1.2. 

HeuHos fn. 178. 

H,l-eu-dh- 31.1.2.; 31.1.7. 

H,leudh- 31.1.7. 

H,leudheros 31.1.2. 

Hnepds, Hne-pot(i)s 9.2.; 32.1.5.; 
32.5.4.; 32.6.3.4.; 32.6.4.5.3.-5.; fn. 
196. 

Hnér 31.3.6.2. 

Host 32.7.3.2.2. 

Hsu- 6.13.6.; fn. 175. 

Hswe- 6.13.6. 

HuHos 7. 

HwedH- 32.7.3.2.2. 

Hwidhewos 23.1. 


5.6.1. 


kaput 6.13.1. 

kau- 3,1.1.4.; 3.1.2.2.; fin. 41, 42. 
kel- 3.1.1.2. 

ker- 3.1.1. 

kér/kerd = 31.2.9.1. 
keras/kfsnos 17.-18.1. 
kmb(h)i- fn. 463. 
koimos 11.2. 
komswesrino- 15.-16. 
koru- 17.-18.1.; 32.1.7. 
ku- 3.1.2.2. 
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kumo- 3.1.1.3. 
kuru-/kuro- 3.1.1.2.-4. 
kuru-no- 3.1.1.4. 

k“al- fn. 36. 

k*er- 3.1.1.2.-3., 
k*etesores 6.11.1.; fn. 152. 
k“etwores 6.11.1.; 24. 
k*ima 11.2. 

k*oimo- 11.2. 

k’op- fn. 36. 


leubh- 31.2.10. 

leudh- 31.1.2.; fn. 439. 
leudheros 31.1.-31.1.3.; fn. 439. 
leudho- 31.1.1.-2.; 31.1.7. 
loudhe-lo-s 31.1.2.-3.; 31.1.7. 
loudhos 31.1.2.; fn. 445. 
loudhya fn. 445. 


ma-/maH- 2.; fn. 12. 
maHtér 2. ;32.6.4.3.4.; fn. 12. 
maHtrk”eH  32.6.4.3.4. 
mart(1)}- 22.2. 

mas- 3.1.2.3. 

matér 2.; 32.2.1.; 32.6.2. 
matrawi/matruwi 11.4. 
matrawos 11.4.; 32.1.6.; 32.6.3.3. 
matrous 32.1.6. 

meghi 30.2.4.4. 

mel-/mleu- 22.4.; fn. 319. 
meH,tér 2.; fn. 12, 585. 
meHtr-du-s_ 11.4. 


meH,tr-uH-yo- fn. 233. 
meHty-w-éH-s_ 11.4. 
mer- 22.2. 
mort(i)-/myt(i}- 22.2. 
mru-ti-s 22.4. 

g- 31.1.5. 


n-diw-ont- fn. 463. 

nepos 9.; 9.2.; 10.; 15-16.; 32.1.5.; 
32.5.7.; 32.6.1.; 32.6.3.4.; 32.6.4.3.2.- 
4.; fn. 312. 

nepti 9.-10.; 32.).5.; 32.5.4.; 32.6.3.4. 

nept-iyo- 9. : 

nér 31.3.6.2. 

ng-ni- 5.6.2.; fn. 110. 

n-ro-wo- 31.1.5. 
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pr-i- = 31.3.6.2.; 31.3.8.5. pHtrdus_ 11.3.2.; fn. 214. 
nr-isto- 31.3.6.2. plé- fn. 435. 
nr-yo-/ng-yo- 31.3.6.2. ple-men- fn. 435. 

po- 2. 
S 17.-18.3. pot(i- 22.2.; fn. 196, 585. 
ogni- 5.6.2.; fn. 108. potni 9. 
Okus 17.-18.3. pou- 3.1.2.2.; fn. 60. 
Ookwi 17.-18.3. pou-bho- fn. 53. 
(o)k’o-wlo- fn. 36. poulos 3.1.2.2. 
(0)k”o-wro- fn. 36. pou-s 3.1.2.2. 
ong-ni_ 5.6.2. pow-ero- fn. 60. 
oss 6.10.1.-6.11. powi- 3.1.2.2.; fn. 53, 60. 
O-sweyos 17.-18.3. powi-bho- fn. 53. 

pr-  31.2.9.2. 
pa- fn. 1. prai- 31.2.7, 
pa- 2.; fn. 12, 17. prayu- 31.2.7. 
paH- 2. prei 31.2.8. 
paHwy 5.6.2. prei- 31.2.7, 
papos 7. pri- 31.2.5.; 31.2.7.; 31.2.10. 
pappa I. prinati 31.2.10. 
pappos 7. priya- 31.2.5.; 31.2.8.; 31.2.10. 
patér 2.; fn. 88. priyant- 31.2.6. 
pau- 3.1.2.; 3.1.2.2. priya-tel-/-ter- fn. 469. 
pawl 3.1.2.1. priyati 31.2.10. 
paw-i-(s) 3.1.2.1.-2. priyaye- 31.2.5.; 31.2.10. 
peHw(o)r_ fn. 107. priydyont- 31.2.6. 
peku 6.13.1. priyeyO 31.2.5. 
penk’ékont 3.2. priyo(s) 31.2.; 31.2.2.-10.; 32.1.11. 
per 31.2.9.-31.2.10.; 32.1.10. prkti- 31.2.9.2. 
per(i) 31.2.8. pr-sta  31.2.9.2. 
perku- 31.2.9.2. prst(h}-i-/-o- 31.2.9.2. 
persti- 31.2.9.2. prstyO 31.2.9.2, 
perwnt- 31.2.9.1. piyu- 31.2.7. 
pés/peds. 31.2.9.1.; fn. 492. pté 1. 
peu- 5.6.2.; fn. 60. — ptruya-/pturya- fn. 225. 
pew(O)r 5.6.2.; fn. 107. pu- 3.1.2.; 3.1.2.2.; fn. 118. 
potér 1.3 2.; 3.2.5; 11.3.3.; 32.2.1.; pumas 3.1.2.5. 

32.6.3.3.; fn. 17. pur 5.6.2.; fn. 107, 118. 


potrawo- 11.3.3.-4.; 32.1.6.; 32.6.3.3.; putlo- 3.1.2.5; 3.1.2.2.; 3.1.2.5.; fn. 58. 
32.6.4.4.1.; fn. 585. 

potrawis 32.6.4.3.4. 

petrawyos 11.3.3.; 32.1.6. 

petrous 32.1.6. 

potrwyo- 11.3.3.; 11.4.3; 32.1.6.; 


ré- 31.1.5. 
rei- 31.1.5. 


32.6.4.3.2.; fn. 585. se 6.1.3.2. 
petryo- 11.3.3. sentikos 22.5, 
pou- 3.1.2.2. sentos 22.5. 


pHtér 2.; 32.6.4.3.2.-4. ser- 6.4. 
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seur(iy)o- 27.4. 

s(e)wos 6.13.2.; fn. 169. 

sm-sweliyo- 27. 

sm-tego- 22.5. 

sm-tok-i 22.5. 

sm-tok*-i fn. 331. 

snt-ak-I 22.5. 

snusos 19. 

snusiis 19.; 
32.5.5. 

so 6.13.2.-3. 

soi 6.13.2.-3. 

sor- 6.11.1.; fn. 152, 161. 

su- 6.8.; 6.13.6. 

su- 6.12. 

si- 3.; 3.1.; 6.13.-6.13.6.; 17.-18.1.; 
19.; 29.; 30.; 31.2.10.; 32.1.4.; 
32.1.7.; 32.1.11. 

stt/o- 6.13.1.; 32.1.7. 

su-esor 6.8.; 6.10.; 6.12.; 6.13.1.; 
32.1.4.; 32.2.1. 

sii-eta 6.13.4. 

st-eyo- 6.13.4. 

su-Hner- 6.13.6. 

su-menés 6.13.6. 

sinus 3.; 3.1.-3.2.; 6.12.; 9.3.1. 

siinu-si-s 19.; 27.3.; 32.1.8. 

sii-o- 6.13.3. 

sii-ro- 27.4. 

sis 19.; 22.1.; 27.3.-4.; fn. 257. 

susyus 3.1, 

suta- 3.1. 

suwo- fn. 169. 

s(u)yé-lo- 27.5. 

suyo- fn. 25. 

suyu- 3.1.; fn. 25. 

swe- 6.4.;6.8.; 6.13.1.-6.13.4.; 6.13.6.; 
9.3.3.; 27.3 27.2.3; 31.3.4.2.; 32.1.7.; 
32.6.3.3.; fn. 127, 168, 172, 247. 
swe-bhii- 6.13.5. 

swebh(w)o- 6.13.5. 

swe-giitos 6.13.6. 

swei- fn. 24. 

swekorus§ 17.-18.1.; 32.1.7. 
swek(o)rus 17.-18.1. 

swekris 17.-18.; 19.; 25.4.; 32.1.7.; 
32.6.4.3.3.; 32.7.2.1. 
swekuros 9.3.3.;  17.-18.; 


19.1.; 25.4.;  32.1.8.; 


20.3.1.; 
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32.1.7.; 32.2.1.; 32.6.2.; 32.6.4.3.3.- 
4.; 32.7.2.1.; fn. 635. 

swekuros 17.-18.2.; 32.6.4.3.3. 
swekurus 17.-18.1.; 32.1.7. 
swekuriis 17.-18.1. 

swela 27.3. 

sweliyo- 27.2.-8.; 32.7.2.1. 

sweliyon- 27.; 27.1. 

swelo- 27. 

sweseriyo- 27.2. 

swesor 6.1.; 27.2.; fn. 121. 

swesor 6.; 6.1.-13.; 17.-18.1.; 32.1.4.; 
32.2.1.;  32.5.3.-7.; 32.6.3.2.-3.; 
32.6.4.3.3. 

swesr-inos 6. 

swe-ta 6.13.4. 

swe-yo- 6.13.4. 

sweyos 17.-18.3. 

swo- 6.4.; 6.13.1.; 27.6.3 31.2.10. 

syé(u)ro- 27.5. 

sya-ur-(yo-) 27.5. 


22.5. 

tek”- fn. 331. 

ter- 6.11.1. 

ter-ob-no- 29.6. 
tes(o)res 6.11.1. 

teu- 30.2.5. 

teuk- 9.3.3.; 30.2.5. 
teuta 30.2.; fn. 405, 406, 428. 
teut? 30.2.4.4. 

teutiskos 30.2. 
teut(i)yos 30.2.; fn. 405. 
teutonos 30.2. 

teuto-(s) 30.2.3.; 30.2.5.; fn. 406, 437. 
tewo- 30.2.5.; fn. 428. 
tewistos fn. 514. 

trb- 29.6.; 30. 

treb- 29.6. 

t(r)esores 6.11.1.; fn. 154. 
t(r)i-esores 6.11.1. 
t(r)isores 6.11.1. 

twe 6.13.2.; 6.13.3. 
twer- 29.6. 

twrba/o- 29.6.; 30. 


tek- 


udér_ fn. 108. 
ug-esor 6.11.2. 
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uk- 6.11.2.; fn. 161. 
uk-es- fn. 162. 
uk-esOr 6.11.2. 
uksoOn 6.11.2. 
uksor 6.11.2. 
uk“sen- 6.11.2. 
uk“sor- 6.11.2. 


wed- 32.7.3.2.2. 

wedor 6.10.1. 

wedh- 32.7.3.2.1.-2.; fn. 514. 
wed(H}m6n 32.7.3.2.2. 
wegh- 32.7.3.2.1.-2.; fn. 161. 
weig- 29.4. 


weik- 22.3.; 29.1.-5.; fin. 42, 395. 


weike- 22.3. 
weike-pot- fn. 312. 
.weike-potis 22.3. 
weike-potni 22.3. 
weik-o- fn. 312. 
weiko 29.4.; 32.1.10. 
wei(k)-po- 22.3. 
weikwom fn. 304. 
weis- 31,3.2.2. 

wek- fn. 161. 

wel- fn. 36. 

wer- fn. 36. 

wergh- fn. 36. 


wesu- 


fn. 175. 


we-woik-a 29.4. 


Wi- 


23.2. 
widh- 


23.2.3 fn. 339. 


widhewa 23.; 23.2.-3. 
widhewos 23.3. 
widhu 23.2. 


wik- 


6.11.2.; 29.3; 29.2.-6.; 30.; 


30.2.3.; 32.1.11.; fn. 312, 382. 
wik-e-ti 29.3. 
wikpoti(s) 6.11.2.; fn. 382. 
wikpotni 6.11.2. 


wik-ur- 


wis- 


fn. 42. 
31.3.2.2. 


wik*is 30.2.4.4. 
wik”os 30.2.4.4. 
wodr 6.10.1. 


wodhi- 


32.7.3.2.1. 


woik- 6,11.2.; fn. 162. 
woike- 22,3. 
woiko-potis 22.3. 
woiko-potni 22.3. 
woikos 22.3.; fn. 383. 


widi 


22.4. 


yenatér 26.1.; 32.2.1.; 32.3.; 32.6.2.; 
32.7.2.1. 
yewistos fn. 51). 


(2) ALBANIAN 


Ghéndér 20.; 20.3.; 20.3.2. 
shog 21. 


vatra 5.6, 
vjehér 17.-18. 


(3) ANATOLIAN 


(unless otherwise specified, Hittite) 


a- 5.6.1. 

a-a-an-za_ 31.3.8.2, 
a-a-ra_31.3.7.1.; 31.3.8.2.-3. 
a-a-ra-hi 3}.3.8.2- 

aknis 5.6.2. 

aAa- (Lyd.) fn. 583. 
amiyant- fn. 463. 
annanega- fn. 457, 


annas 2. 

ant- 5.6.1. 

ara- 31.3.7.1.-2.; 31.3.8.2.; fn. 553. 

a-ra- 3).3.7.1.; 31.3.8.2.; fn. $52. 

ara- 31.1.5.; 31.3.7.1.-2.; 31.3.8.-8.7.; 
fn. 549. 


aralla- 31.3.8.3. 
arallait 31.3.8.3. 
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aralli- 31.3.8.3. 


aras  31.3.7.2.; 31.3.8.4.; fn. 552. 


Arauene fn. 455, 


arawa- 31.1.4.-6.; 31.3.7.1.; 31.3.8.3. 


arawa {Luw) 31.1.6. 
arawa- (Lyc) fn. 466. 
arawah(h)- 31.1.4.; fn. 458. 
Arawana/i- 31.1.4. 
arawa(n)ni- 31.1.4. 
*arawa-tar- 31.1.6.-7. 
ari- 9 31.3.7.1. 
ariyatalis fn. 549. 
*as(a)r- 6.10. 
asiwant- fn. 463. 
asrahit- (Luw) 6.10. 
asrahitassi- (Luw) 6.10. 


asrulahit-(Luw) 6.10.; 6.10.2. 


asruli-(Luw) 6.10. 

assu- 6.13.6. 

attas 1. 

adwal (Luw) fn. 336. 
awan fn. 669. 

awimi (Luw) fn. 669, 
*ayant(s) 5.6.1.; 31.3.8.2. 
ayara 31.3.8.2. 

ayarahi 31,3.8.2. 

ayari 31.3.8.2. 


ereua (Lyc) 31.1.6. 
eruwe- (Lyc) fn. 466. 
*esar- 6.10.1. 

eshar 6.9. 

essar 6.9.; fn. 133. 


hamasa- (HH) 9.; fn. 192. 
hamsa (Luw) 9.; fn. 192. 
hannas_ 7.; 8.; 32.6.4.5.3. 
hant- 5.6.1. 

*han(t)dai- 5.6.1. 
handais 5.6.1. 
hantezzis 30.2.4.4. 
har(k)- 31.3.6.4. 

hassa- 9.; fn. 192. 
hasusara- 6.10. 

hat- 5.6.1.; fn. 101, 102. 
hatrai- fn. 99. 
ha-at-tar 5.6.1. 
haddulatar 31.1.6. 


hubrushi fn. 31. 
huhhas_ 7.; 32.5.1. 
hwet- fn. 673. 
hwitiya- fn. 673. 


inu- 5.6.1. 

innarawatar 31.1.6. 
ishas_ 6.7, 

ishassara- 6.3.; 6.7.; 6.10. 
idalawatar 31.1.6. 

italu- fn. 336. 

iya- 31,3.8.2, 


galaktar fn. 358. 

kappi- fn. 463. 

kbatra (Lyc) 4. 

kér fn. 492. 

kut- 30.2.4.3. 

kutessar 30.2.4.3. 
kutna-(Luw) 30.2.4.3. 
k(u)watna- (Luw) 30.2.4.3. 


luzzi 31.1.4. 
*n-miyant- fn. 463. 


pahhu(wa)r_ 5.6.2. 
papas (Palaic) 1. 
parassa_ fn. 498. 
parku- 30.2.4.4. 
parkwi- 30.2.4.4. 


parna- (Luw, HH) 31.2.9.1. 


parnant- (Luw) 31.2.9.1. 
parstsa/parza 31.2.9.2. 
pehut(e)- fn. 668. 
pér/parna- 31.2.9.1. 
peru-(na-) 31.2.9.1. 


- Suppissara- 6.7. 


tarsu (HH) 6.11.1. 
tatis (Luw) 1. 
terlyanna 6.11.1. 


*teuti- 30.2.4.1.-2.; 30.2.4.4. 
*teutiyo- 30.2.4.1.; 30.2.4.4. 


tiyam-(is) (Luw) 30.2.4.4. 
tbatra (Milyan) 4. 
Tovatpic (Isaurian) fn. 70. 
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*“u(g)air- 4, 


*tuwutl 30.2.4.5.; fy, 438, 
*tuwat(i)nus(Luw) 30.2.4.4.; fh. 426, 


428, 


tuzzi- 30.2.4.; 30.2.4.2.-4,; fy, 428, 


tuzziya(nt)- fn. 414. 


unush- fn. 31. 
udati- 23. 


aganim fn. 346. 
amusin 6.11.2. 
aregakn- fn. 346. 
ariun 6.9. 
*aw-an- fn. 346. 
ayr 17.-18. 


ayrem 5.3.; 5.6.1.-2. 


cal- 25. 


dustr 3.2.-4.; fn. 71. 


dsxoy fn. 67. 
elbayr 5.1. 


han 8.; 32.6.4.5.3. 
harkh 6.9. 


hayr 1.; 6.9.; 17.-18. 


hur 5.6.2. 


*ingisun 3.2. 
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uwan 3.4, 
uwatee fh, 648, 


wel(e) fh. On. 
witt, wiryae fn. 272. 
wiya (Luw) ff. 272. 


zik- th. 425, 
ziduhit- (Luw) 6.10. 
ziti- 6.10, 


(4) ARMENIAN 


kanai-kh,-s_ fn. 275. 
kin 22.1.1. 

kheri 32.6.4.5.6. 
khoyr 6.; 32.6.4.5.6. 


mauru 11,4, 
mayr 2, 


nu, nuoy 19. 
pafav f[n. 224. 
skesrayr 17.-18. 
skesur 17.-18. 
sur-handak 22.5. 
taige 24,-25, 


tal 25. 
tun 28. 


(3) BALTIC 


(unloss otherwise specified, Lithunian) 


*ug(u)ni- fn. 108, 


ane (OPruss.) 8.1.3 32.6.4.5.3. 


unglis 5.6.2. 
anOkas 9.3.2, 
usins (Latv.) 6.9, 
avynas 11.3 32.3.1. 


awis (OPruss.) I1.; 32.5.1. 


brati (OPruss.) 5.1. 
brolis 5.1.; 17.-18.3. 


dieveris 24. 
draugas 31.3.4.2. 
dukté 4. 

dvasia fn. 314. 
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genna (OPruss.) 22.1.1. 
gulti 25.1. 
guolis 25.1. 


jenté (OLithu.) 26. 
jentere (Curonian) 26. 


kumelé 3.1.1.3. 
kurtas fn, 42. 


Laumé 31.1.2. 
liaudis 31.1.1. 
*lou(dh}-mé 31.1.2. 


marti 22.2.; 22.4.; fn. 298. 
merga 22.2. 
moté, motna 2. 


nepté 10. 
nepuotis (OLithu.) 9. 


*Osve(Sure) 17.-18.3.; 32.3. 
*oSviyas 17.-18.3.; 32.3. 


pirsys 31.2.9.2. 


seserénas 27.2. 
sesuo 6. 
ScSuras 17.-18. 
su. 6.8. 

sinus 3, 
svainis 27.6. 


tauta 30.2.; fn. 428. 
tévas |. 
troba 29.6. 


ugnis 5.6.2. 
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uoSvé, uosvis 6.11.2.; 17.-18.3.; 32.3. 


VieSpatni 22,3. 
vieSpats 22.3. 


widdewu (OPruss.) 23. 


*Zéntas 20.2.3.; 20.3.2. 


znuots (Latv.) 20.; 20.3. 


(6) CELTIC 


(unless otherwise specified, Old or Middle Irish) 


ainder 22.1.3. 
aingeal (Gaelic) 5.6.2. 
aire 31.3.1.-31.3.2.1. 
aireach 31.3.1. 
airech 31.3.2. 

airib dat.pl. 31.3.2.1. 
aith 5.6.1. 

and- 5.6.1. 
*andera/os 22.1.3. 
anneir (MW) 22.1.3. 
are 31.3.2.1. 
Aresac-es (G) 31.3.2.1. 
ario- 31.3.2.2. 


Ariobindus (G) 31.3.2.; 31.3.2.2. 


Ariognatus (G) 31.3.2.2, 


Ariomanus (G) 31.3.2.; 31.3.2.2. 


Ariovistus (G) 31.3.2.; 31.3.2.2. 
*ari(yo}-yowistos 31.3.2.2. 
*aryo- 31.3.2.1.; 31.3.3. 


athir 1. 

atrebaim 29.6. 
Atrebates (G) fn. 400. 
aue 32.6.3.4.; fn. 628. 


ben 22.1.1.; fn. 281. 
brath(a)ir 5.1.-2. 


cetheoir 6.11.1. 
chwegr (W) 17.-18. 
chwegrwn (W)_ 17.-18. 
coim_) 11.2, 

Crenaim 31.2.1. 
crith 32.2.1. 

cu(W) 11.2. 


dairt 22.1.3. 
dartaid 22.1.3. 
daw (W) 20. 
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eil (W) fn. 530. 
Eire 31.3.1. 

Eirinn 31.3.1. 
enderig (MW) 22.1.3. 
eonir (Bret.) 11. 

er- 31.3.1. 

Erin 31.3.1. 

Eriu 31.3.1. 


ewythr (W)  11.; 32.5.1. 


fedb 23. 
fracc fn. 272. 


-genos (G) 31.3.2.2. 
-gnatos (G) 3).3.2.2. 
-gnos (G) 31.3.2.2. 
gweddw (W) 23. 
gwraig (W) fn. 272. 


haue 7. 


ievaf (W) 31.3.2.2. 
intech 22,5. 


*k“etesari fn. 149. 


Loi-aire 31.3.2.1. 
Loiguiri gen. 31.3.2.1. 


macc 3.3. 
*magu- 3.3. 


*ma(k”)k”o- 3.3.; fn. 65. 


manos (G) 31.3.2.2. 
mathir 2. 

mna 22.1.1. 

mug 3.3. 


necht fn. 619. 


nei (W) 9.; 32.5.4.; 32.6.3.4, 


nia(e) 9.; 32.5.4. 
noidiu fn. 47. 
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dam 31.3.2.2. 
odyn (W) 5.6.1. 


séitche 22.5. 
*sen-teg-1 22.5. 

sét 22.5. 

*sét-ach 22.5.; fn. 326. 
sétig 22.5.; fn.331. 
siur 6. 


tadcu (W) 11.2. 

techid 22.5. 

teir (MW) 6.11.1. 

teoir 6.11.1. 

ter 4. 

*tesari fn. 149. 

tetiir 6.11.1. 

teutanos (G) fn. 405. 
teuto-(G) 30.2. 

tibrus (G) 6.11.1. 

tidres (G) 6.11.1. 

tidrus (G) 6.11.1. 

toisech fn. 514. 

tol 31.3.2.2. 

Todroto- (Galat.) 31.3.2.2. 
Todioto-Boyio1 (Galat.) 31.3.2.2. 
*tol-no- 31.3.2.2. 
*tol-yo- 31.3.2.2. 
Toutanorix (G) fn. 40S. 
Toutiorix (G) fn. 405. 
TOVISSACI (Ogam) fn. 514. 
*towissakos fn. 514. 

treb (OW) 29.6. 

treb 29.6. 

tri fn. 149. 

*tribo- 29.6. 

t(r)ibrus (G) fn. 148. 

tud (W) 30.2. 

tywysog (W) fn. 514. 


vergobretus (G) fn. 400. 


*yowi-samos 31.3.2.2., 
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(7) GERMANIC 


46um (OE) 20.; 20.1.; 32.5.6. 

ana (OHG) 7.; 8.; 22.3.; 32.6.4.5.3. 
-anna 22.3. 

ano (OHG) 7.; 9.3.2. 

arbijand (Run.) 31.3.3. 

arja- (Run.) 31.3.3. 

arjosteR (Run.) 31.3.3.; fn. 516. 
atisk (Goth.) fn. 101. 

atta (Goth.) I. 

*auhaima-/*awe haime 11.2.; 32.5.1. 
*awo(n) 7.; 8.; 32.6.4.5.3.; fn. 183. 
*awunhaima- 11.2. 


basa (OHG) 32.6.4.5.6. 
bl6di1 (ON) = fn. 131. 
bropar (Goth.) 5.1. 
brubs (Goth.) 22.4. 
*bidri- (Gmc) 22.4. 


cwén (OE) 22.1.1. 
cwene (OE) 22.1.1.; 22.1.3. 


dauhtar (Goth.) 4. 

dauhts (Goth.) 4.1. 

*deuhtera- (Gmc) 9.3.3.; fn. 312. 
diech (MHG) 9.3.3. 

diehter (MHG) 9.3.3. 

diota (OHG) 30.2. 

*duhter 9.3.3. 


éam (OE) 11.3; 32.6.4.3.1.; 32.6.4.4.1, 

Eidam (Germ.) 20. 

Enkel (Germ.) 9.3.2.; 32.1.5.; 32.6.4, 
5.3. 


fadar 1, 

*fadurwya-(n-) 11. 

fatureo (OHG) 11.; 21.3.3. 

fawai (Goth.) 3.1.2. 

fe dera (OE) 11.3.3.; 32.6.4.4.1. 

feterin tohter (OHG) 15.-16. 

fetiro (OHG) 11.; 11.3.3.; 15.-16.; 
32.6.4.5.6. 

fetirunsun (OHG) 15.-16. 

fierst (OE) 31.2.9.2. 

first(OHG) 31.2.9.2. 


frénde (ON) 31.2. 

freis (Goth.) 31.2. 

fréo (MHG) 31.2.5. 

fréobearn (OE) 31.2.2. 

fréobrddor (OE) 31.2.2. 
fréodohtor (OE) 31.2.2. 

fréo fegroste (OE) fn. 479. 

fri (OE, OS, OHG) 31.2.; 31.2.5.; 
fn. 479. 

fri(MHG) 31.2.5. 

frijon (Goth.) 31.2.; 31.2.5.-6. 

frijonds (Goth.) 31.2.; 31.2.6. 

friond (OE) 31.2. 

friudil (OHG) 31.2.; fn. 465. 

furr (ON) 5.6.2. 

f¥r(r) (ON) 5.6.2. 

fyrst (OE) 31.2.9.2. 


*ga-blodan- fn. 131. 
ga-dauka (Goth.) 4.1. 
ga-sinpa-n- (Goth.) 22.5. 
geswio (OHG) 6.13.4. 


hagazissa (OHG) 22.3. 
hauns (Goth.) fn. 41. 
haus(ier)en (Germ.) 29.2. 
hegtess (OE) 22.3. 
hefi(hJanna (OHG) 22.3. 
hevi (OHG) 22.3. 

Hexe (Germ.) 22.3. 


jostér (Run.) 31.3.3. 
jugga-laups (Goth.) fn. 445. 


kindins (Goth.) 30.1. 
kun (Goth.) 6.12. 
kween (Dutch) 22.1.3. 
*kwenon (Gmc) 22.1.1. 


laudi (Goth.) fn. 445. 
léod (OE) 31.1.1. 

léodan (OE) 31.1.1. 
leudis (Burgundian) 31.1.1. 
liba- (Gmc) fn. 302. 
liudan (Goth.) 31.1.). 
liut (OHG) 31.1.1. 
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magr (ON) 32.6.4.5.6. 
Messer (Germ.) 22.3. 
mezzirahs (OHG) 22.3. 
mégs (Goth.) 32.6.4.5.6. 
mddor (OE) 2. 
mddrige (OE) 11.4. 
muotar (OHG) 2. 


nefa (OE) 9.; 32.5.4.; 32.6.4.3.1. 

nefo, nevo (OHG) 9.1.; 
32.6.4.4.1.; 32.6.4.5.6.; fn. 639. 

nift (OE, OHG) 9.; 10.3; 32.6.4.3.1. 


Sheim (OHG) 11.; 32.3.; 32.6.4.4.1.; 


32.6.4.5.6. 


géns (Goth.) 22.1.1. 
qino (Goth.) = 22.1.1.; 22.1.3. 
quena (OHG) 22.1.1. 


schnos (Goth.) 19. 

Schur (Germ.) 19. 
Schwager (Germ.) 17.-18.2. 
*Seb(a)nanes (Gmc) 6.13.5. 
*sebyd (Gmc) 6.13.5. 
Semnones_ 6.13.5. 

sibb (OE) 6.13.5. 

sibja (Goth.) 6.13.5. 
sippea (OHG) 6.13.5. 
snoru (OE) 19. 

snur (OHG) 19. 

Sohnin (Germ.) 19. 
Sohnerin (Germ.) 19. 
Sohnsfrau (Germ.) 19. 
Suébi 6.13.5. 

suhterza (OE) 3.2.; fn. 61. 
sunr (ON) 3. 

sunu (OE, OHG) 3. 

svilar (ON) 27.; 27.1. 
swagur (OHG) 9.3.3.; 17.-18.2. 
swaihrd (Goth.) 17.-18. 
sweger (OE) 17.-18. 
swehur (OHG) 17.-18. 
swéor (OE) = 17.-18. 


32.5.4. ; 


swestar (Run.) 6. 

swigar (OHG) 17.-18. 
swikunbs (Goth.) 6.13.6. 
swio (OHG) 6.13.4.; 17.-18.3. 
swirl (OS) 27.2. 

swirl (OSwed) 27.2. 

swistar (Goth.) 6. 


tacor (OE) 24. 

Tamfana 22.3. 

*Tamfa(p)nj6 22.3. 

tiehter (Franconian) 9.3.3.; fn. 222. 
tiehter (MHG) 9.3.3. 

timryan (Goth.) 28.1. 


baurp (Goth.) 29.6. 

beod (OE) 30.2. 

p€odisc (OE) 30.2. 

biuda (Goth.) 30.2.3.; fn. 405, 428. 
piudans (Goth.) 30.2. 

piup (Goth.) fn. 437. 

borp (OE, ON) 29.6. 

*burpa (Gmc) 29.6.; fn. 398. 
byrpast (ON) 29.6. 


Vater (Germ.) I.; fn. 16. 
Vetter (Germ.) 15.-16. 
vrien (MLG) 31.2.5. 


waurts (Goth.) 22.4. 
weihs (Goth.) 29.; fn. 312. 
wib (OHG) 22.3. 

wican (OE) 19.2. 

widemo (OHG) 32.7.3.2.2. 
widuwo (Goth.) 23. 

wif (OE) 22.3. 
*wihibannya 22.3. 

wihhan (OHG) 19.4. 
*wik- 29.4. 

wituma (OE) 32.7.3.2.2, 
wituwa (OHG) 23. 
*wurtis (Gmc) 22.4. 


zeihhur (OHG) 24. 
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(8) GREEK 


(Mycenaean at the end of this section) 


ayabdec fn. 475. 
ayjpws 2.3.3. 
G-d5erApe(F)-dg  §.1.-2. 
a5erorn 6.1. 
GdeaApidods 32.6.4.3.3. 
Gdekp6¢g 5.1.; 6.1.; fn. 81. 
GéAtot 27. 

*aF.OéFa 23.1. 
*aFiBeFoc 23.1. 

ala 32.6.4.3.3. 

aidw 5.6.1. 

aiAtor 27. 

dKoitig 22. 

axponodArc 9.2. 

GAoxos 22. 

*(d)vénws 9. 

*“dvewra 9. 

avewidc 6.1.; 9.; 15.-16.;  32.5.4.; 
32.6.3.1.;  32.6.3.4.;  32.6.4.3.3.; 
32.6.4.4.1.; fn. 189. 

dvyp 21. 

dvvic 8.; 32.6.4.3.3. 

a&noyeye 20.3.2. 

apapioxw 22.2.; 31.3.1. 

"Apavjyn 31.1.4. 

@pOyos 3.3.1. 

G@pt-  31.3.4.1.; 31.3.6.2. 

apt-yv@tdog 31.3.4.1. 

dpiotog 3).3.3.; 31.3.6.2. 

apt-ooadns 31.3.4.1. 

&pyovia 31.3.1. 

apyé-Kaxoc fn. 91. 

-apxos fn. 91. 


Bava 22.1.1. 

Botpus fn, 31. 

Bods 22.1.3. 
Bpttopaptis fn. 299. 


*vaAahog 25.1. 
*yuAaFosg 25.3.; 25.4. 
yuAuKt- 25.2.; fn. 358. 
yurin 25.3. 

yGAig 25.3. 


yardm>q 25.; fn. 352. 

yoru 25.; 25.2.-3. 

yau- 20.3.2. 

yauBpocg 20.-20.3.2.; 32.1.9.; 32.6.1.; 
32.6.4.5.6.; fn. 266. 

yoapéw 20.3.2. 

yapocg 20.3.1.-2, 

yeAaw 25.1. 

yevea 6.12. 

yévoc 6.12. 

yitar 29.4. 

yAaooa 22.1.1. 

yidooa 22.1.1. 

yvotos 20.3. 

ypats 5.5. 

yovaik- fn. 27S. 

yovn = 22.; 22.1.1. 

y@AEeog 25.1. 


Ade fn. 344. 
dhcp fn. 344. 
dsanp 24. 
Saiopar 24, 
Sapap 22.2. 
Sa-papt-(¢) 22.2. 
Sanedov 22.2. 
derAgvs 5.1. 
dépo 28.1. 
Ssonotns 28.; fn. 312. 
*AiFoc-otvocg 3.1. 
Avdovicosg 3.1. 
Spon 22.2. 
Sua@s 22.2. 
Sopoptic 22.2. 
Sopn0g 28. 
dSodA0¢ 30.1. 

&@ fn. 377. 


Eap 6.9. 

Edvov 32.7.3.2.2. 
€edva_ 32.7.3.2.2. 
Eevee 29.4, 

slap 6.9, 
eiAioveg 27. 
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elvatepes 26.; 27. KOoxky fn. 31. 

Exatoppn fn. 294, Kopévvuptt «3.1.1.3 fn. 28. 

Eéxupa = 17.-18. KOpFa 3.1.1.3 fn. 32. 

Exupdc 17.-18. KOpFocg 3.1.1.-2.; fn. 32. 

frev8- 31.1.7. Képn 3.1.1. 

"EdevBépa 31.1.6. Kopty fn. 30. 

ErcvBepog 31.1.-3.; 31.1.6.-7. KOpoc 3.1.; 3.1.1. 

EA10(v} = 27. *xopv- 3.1.1.1.; 3.1.1.4. 

évatepes 27. KopvPavtec fn. 31. 

Eoixa 29.4. KOpv& 3.1.1.1. 

Eopesg 6.1. Kopus 3.1.1. 

"Epeda 31.1.6. Kopvon = :17.-18.1.; 32.1.7. 

Epixvdys = 31.3.4.1. Képvy fn. 30. 

Epoc 31.3.8.5. Kobpn 3.1.1. 

étacg 6.13.4. Kodpog 3.1.1. 

eb- 6.13.6. Kpatosg 17.-18.1. 

éb¢ 6.13.6.; fn. 175. Kup- 3.1.1.1. 

tye- fn. 91. x0pBavtes fn. 31. 
KOpiog = 17.-18.1. 

Feikw 29.4.; fn. 395. Kopvog 3.1.1.1.-4. 

F(EM=AI 29.4. Kdpo¢ 3.1.1.2. 

(Fixnota fn. 382. Kupoadviog 3.1.1.1.; fn. 43. 


Kupsiov 3.1.1.1.; fn. 43. 


HiBeog 23.1. *xvpv- 3.1.1.1.3 3.1.12 
3 


Hpa 24. *xupu-voc 3.1.1.3. 

Ocia 12. Kowv fn. 42. 

Betog 12. ; 

Opeonardv 22.4. Haxap 22.2. 

Ovyatnp 4.; 6.1. ea re 299. 

Ovyatpidots 9.3.3. uarnp 2. 

vavatepa fn. 365. *yGtpaFt 25.4. 

fapdc fn. 554. *watp-aFog 32.5.1. 

iatnp fn. 32. patpws 11.3.1.-3.; 32,6.3.3.; 32.6.4.3. 

tatpds fin. 32. 3. 

epdc fn. 554. petpag 22.2.; fn. 504. 

{nndta 32.3.; fn. 252, 382. Mevédaog 5.5. 
pntpuia 11.4. 

xapn 17.-18.1. untpaios fn. 213, 220. 

xaotyvntoc,-n 5.1.; 6.1.; fn. 609. untpas I1.; 11.3.1.-4.; 25.; fn. 213. 

Kadpoc fn. 41. popti- 22,2, 

Keipw 3.1.1. pooxyosg 22.1.3. 

Kfjd0¢ 31.3.4.1. 

*xowdFov 9.3.1. vedrntpat 32.6.3.4. 

Koivég 9.3.1. vénodec 9. 

Kowov 9.3.1. *vexotnp 32.6.3.4. 

Kotvovew 9.3.1. *venotpat 32.6.3.4. 


Koivwves 9.3.1. wo0¢ 19.; 25.4.; 32.5.5. 
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Eevég fn. 475. 

dap 6.4.; 6.10.; 22. 
Sppvta fn. 31. 

olxog 22.3.; 29.; 32.7.3.2.3. 
onicowm 31.2.9.2. 

os0ap 6.9. 

ods 11.3.3. 

-oxog fn. 9). 


maFig 3.1.2.-3.1.2.2. 
pa-wi-di fn. 46. 
nats 3.1.3; 3.1.2. 
(napa-)prAoy fn. 95. 


ratnp 1. 
*xnatpa(F)iog 11.4. 
*natpoFoso 11.3.2.-3.; 25.4.; 32.5.1. 


natpiog fn. 213. 
TlatpoxAc(Fec) 17.-18.3. 
HMatpoxros 17.-18.3. 
*xatpwFosg 11.3.2. 

natpoiog 11.3.1.; fn. 213, 220. 
TATPWG 
3.3.; 32.6.4.3.3. 
ratpuiog 11.4. 

nav- 3.1.2.; 3.1.2.2. 
nadpocg 3.1.2. 

nat; 3.1.2.; fn. 46, 47. 
notvia 9. 

xpanic 31.2.9.2. 
xpQtvs 31.2.7. 

rp 5.6.2. 

n@A0¢ 3.1.2.2. 


oxupldAia = fn. 43. 


11.3 21.3.1.-11.4.; 25.; 32.6. 
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tabdpocg 22.1.3. 
tépapvov 29.6. 
tépcpvov 29.6, 
Tevtapidnsg 30.2.2. 
TevtianAos 30.2.2. 
tHOn =12. 

tnBic 12. 

tH «11.2. 

tOKOs fn. 267. 
*“tp-Fix-ecg fn. 382. 
-tpig 3.1.2.1. 
tptyaixec fn. 382. 


byyenosg 20.3.2. 

vldg 3.1.; 9.3.1.3; 17.-18.1.; 19.; fn. 
200. 

*vio-vvosg 9.3.1.; fn. 200. 

huyus 3.1. 

vidg 3.1.3 9.3.1.5 17.-18.1.3 19. 

viwvds 9.3.1. 

DBvos 9.3.1.; fn. 200. 

Gvivos fn. 200. 

SvOvuc fn. 200. 

bvv-bvus fn. 200. 

bvuc 9.3.1. 


wepé-o1xos 5.5. 

wirog 31.2.3.; 31.2.5.; fn. 4785. 
-popos 5.5. 

ppatnp 5.1.; 5.3.; 32.6.1.; fn. 83. 
ppatnp aderAgeds 32.6.). 
gpatpia §.2. 

opatap fn. 83. 

pvtwp 22.4, 


abut 22.1.3. dyt- 11.3.3. 
oGKkos = 11.3.3. @tiov 11.3.3. 
a@s> 11.3.3. 

MYCENAEAN 
dama(te) fn. 297. ereuterose 31.1.3. 
do-de fn. 377. e-u- 6.13.6. 
do-e-ro 30.1. i-jo fn. 26. 
So(ujoxot& 28. i-ju 31. 
dopota 28. ko-wa 3.1.1, 
ereutera 31.1.3.; 31.1.6. ko-wo 3.1.1. 
ereutere 31.1.3. Sw& fn. 31. 
ereutero- 31.1.3.; 31.1.6. tukate 4. 
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(9) ILLYRIAN 


bilia (Messapic) 3.3. 
bilihi (Messapic) 3.3. 
*billes (Messapic) 3.3. 


Tevdta 30.2.2. 
Teutana- 30.2.2. 
Teut-meitis 30.2.2. 


(10) INDO-IRANIAN 


(A) Aryan; (B) Indian; (C) Iranian 


(A) ARYAN 

alya- 31.3.8.8. k(a)u- 3.1.1.3. 

ar- 31.3.6.1.;  31.3.6.4.;  31.3.7.2.;  kuru- 3.1.1.2. 

31.3.8.1.; 31.3.8.5. mariyanu 31.3.8.7, 
ara- 31.3.7.2.; 31.3.8.2. pitr-vya- 32.5.1. 

arie 31.3.6.2. pitu- fn. 17. ° 

arya- 31.3.6.2. prstha- 31.2.9.2. 
Aryaman- 31.3.2.2. prsthi- 31.2.9.2. 
bhratar- 32.2.1. prsti- 31.2.9.2. 

dasyu- fn. 403. rayi- 31.1.5. 

dugh- fn. 75. snusi- fn. 256. 
dhaugh- fn. 75. svasru- fn. 256. 
Hniya-ava-ka- 32.5.1. svasura- 17.-18. 
*jamata 20.3.2. viS- 29.4.; fn. 395. 
jamatar- 32.2.1. wadh-ii- fn. 256. 

(B) INDIAN 

adbhyas fn. 185. ar(i)ya- 31,3,3.; 31.3.4.1. 
agni- 5.6.2. ar(i)ya- 32.3.4.1. 
aha 32.7.3.2.1. arnas- 31.3.6.1. 
angara- 5.6.2. arya (voc.) 31.3.4.1. 
anti 5.6.1. arya- 31.3.-31.3.8.8.; fn. 503, 519, 
antika 5.6.1. 528, 544. 
anya 31.3.5. Grya- 31,3.1.-8.3.; 31.3.8.5.; fn. 528, 
anya-ksetrani 31.3.4.2. 553. 
anyo’nyam 31.3.8.4. aryaka- fn. 504. 
ap- fn. 18S. Aryaman- 31.3.6.2. 
arana- 31.3.4.2. aryaman- 31.3.4.1.; 31.3.5,; fn. 519. 
arati- 31.1.5.; 31.3.5.; fn. 461. aryana- fn. 583. 

arte 31.3.4.1.-31.3.8.8.; fn. 519, 531,  aryana- fn. 523. 

$44, 553, 583. *aryadpati- 31.3.4.1. 
dri- = 31.3.7.1.; fn. 550. aryapatni- 31.3.4.1. 
ari-dhayas- 31.3.4.1.; fn. 519. aryas- 31.3.6.1. 
ari-gurté- 31.3.4.1. asrk/asnas 6.9. 
ari-stuta- 31.3.4.1. asthi 32.7.3.2.2., 
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utharvan- fn. 97. 


avati 7.1. 


bhar- §.3.; 5.4. 
bhartar- 5.3.; 22.4. 
bhartri (AV) 22.4. 
bhrita 5.1. 
bhritriya 13.-14. 
bhritrvya- 
*bhritr-ya- 20.2. 
bhrindti 31.2.1. 
bibharti subhrtam 5.4. 


Catasras 6.3.; 6.11.; 6.11.1. 
Calvar- 6.3, 
dama- 28. 


dampati- 28. 
disapatni 31.3.4.1. 
dasyu- 30.1. 
dauhitra- 5.3.3. 
deva- 22.3. 
deva-patni 22.3. 
devar- 24. 
drughni 5.5. 
drupada- 5.5. 
drupdda- 5.5. 
*dugh- 4.1. 

duh- 4.1.; fn. 76. 
duhitar- 4.; 4.1.; fn. 76. 


dhénu- 22.1.3. 
dhug- 4.1, 
*dhughoater- 4.1. 


garbha- 5.1. 

girl- 25.3.-4.; fn. 359. 
giri(ka) 25.3. 

gna 22.1.1. 
grbhayati fn. 478. 
grbhnati fn. 478. 
grha- 22.3. 
grha-patni = 22.3. 


*ghrbha-(ya-) fn. 478. 
*ghrbhnati fn. 478. 


icfhati 
T§vara- 


23.1.1. 
31.3.6.1. 


13.-14.; 20.2.; fn. 228. 


jalasa 


jJamatar- 


jami- 
jan- 

jani- 
jani- 


janiyati 


jantu- 


229 


fn. 358. 

20.; 20.3.; 20.3.2. 
20.3.1. 

fn. 284, 

22.1.1. 

22.1.1. 
22.1.1. 

30.1, 


Ninati 31.2.1. 
2jinati 31.2.1. 


kava- 


kavari- 


kora- 
krinat 


krnoti 
ksina- 
ksinati 


ksita- 


kumara- 
kunaka- 


kuru- 
kutta 


fn. 41, 
fn. 549, 
fn. 36. 
i 31.2.1.; fn. 478. 
3.1.1.2. 
31.2.11, 
31.2.11. 
31.2.11. 
3.1.1.3. 
fn. 44, 
3.1.1.4. 
(Hindi) fn. 42. 


kutti (Hindi) fn. 42. 


ma- 


mahisi 


2: 
22.1.3. 


marya-(ka-) 22.2.; fn. 504. 
matar- 2. 
matula- 11. 


minati 


napat 


31.2.11. 


9.3; 32.2.1.; 32.5.4. 


naptis 10. 


narya- 


Okas 


parsu- 
parvata- 


pati- 
patni- 


31.3.6.2. 
fn. 162. 


3.2.9.2. 
31.2.9.1. 
22.3. 
22.; 22.3. 


pavaté 5.6.2. 


pitar 
pitrvy 


1.; 6.3.5 13.-14. 
a 1.3 11.3.2.-3.; 13.-14.; 20.2.; 


32.1.6. 


prayas- 


pri- 


31.2.11, 
31.2:11. 
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*prindti 31.2.11.; fn. 478. 
prita- 31.2.11. 

priti- 31.2.11. 

priya- 31.2.; fn. 475. 
*priya- fn. 478. 


priyayaté 31.2.; 31.2.5.; fn. 478. 


prstha- 31.2.9.2. 
prsti- 31.2.9.2. 
pu- 3.1.23. - 


pumdn/pumamsam 3.1.2.3.; 3.1.2.5. 


punati 5.6.2. 
puru- 3.1.1.3. 
pirva- 11.3.2. 
putra- 3.1.2. 


rati- 31.1.5.; fn. 461. 

ri- 31.3.4.1.; fn. 527. 
rinati 3).2.1. 

risddas- 31.3.4.1.; fn. $27. 
rodhati 31.1.1. 

rohati 31.1.1. 

rta-  31.3.7.2.; 31.3.8.1. 


sabha fn. 174. 
sa-garbhya- 5.1. 
sarva- 11.3.2. 

sati 22.5. 

sisu- (Prakrit) fn. 25. 
snusa 19. 

su-/sii- 6.10.2.; 6.13.6. 
si- 3.; 6.12. 
subhrtam bhar- 5.4. 
sunar- 6.13.6. 

siinu- 3. 

susu- (Prakrit) fn. 25. 
suye (Prakrit) 3.1. 


sva- 6.13.1.; 6.13.6.; 31.3.5. 


svasar- 6.; 6.3. 
svasriya- 13.-14. 
syala- 27.5.; 32.7.2.1. 
syOna- 27.5, 
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Sadas- 31.3.4.1. 
Svasura- 17.-18. 
Siras  17.-18.1. 
Sigu- fn. 25. 
“Sri 31.2.11. 
Srinati 31.2.11. 
*Srinati 31.2.11. 
Srita- 31.2.11. 
Siidra 31.3.4.1. 
Sira- 17.-18.1.; 22.3. 
Siira-patni 22.3. 
Svasri- =-(17.-18. 


taviti 30.2.5. 
tird aryO 31.3.6.1. 
tisras  6.3.; 6.11.; 6.11.1. 
toka- 9.3.3. 
tokman- 9.3.3. 
trtlya- 6.1).1. 
tuc- 9.3.3. 


vah- 32.7.3.2.1.-2. 
vaja-patni 22.3. 
vasa- 22.1.3. 
vasar- 6.10.2. 
vasara- 6.10.2. 
veSa- 22.3. 
vidhava- 23. 
vidhu- 23.2. 
vidhura- (Ep) 23.2. 
vij- 29.4. 

viJate 29.4. 
vindhate 23.2. 
vira- fn. 272. 
vis- 29, 

visati 29.2. 
vispati- 22.3. 
vispatni 22.3. 
vrhati fn. 36. 
vrsan- 22.3. 
vrsa-patni 22.3. 


yatar- 25.3.; 26. 
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(C) IRANIAN 


(Avestan is not specified) 


a-Cakara- fn. 583. 

*idu- fn. 101. 

ecegelon (Oss.) 31.3.8.8.; fn. 523. 
zl-on (Oss.) fn. 523, 583. 
zrvad (Oss.) 5.2. 

*afad-ar (MP) 11.3.3. 
afdar (NP) 11.3.3. 
*afOrya- fn. 226. 

agorun (Oss. Digor.) fn. 42. 
agurd (Oss. Digor.) fn. 42. 
*aharl 6.10.2. 

*ahuwari 6.10.2. 

air- (MP) 31.3.4.1. 

airan- 31.3.4.1. 

airya- 31.3.4.1.; 31.3.5.; fn. 503. 
airyaman- 31.3.4.1. 
*a-kar-yana- fn. 583. 
Alani fn. 523. 

Alzgate (Oss.) 31.3.4.1. 
allon (Oss.) fn. 523. 
*alyana- fn. 583. 

anairya- 31.3.4.1. 

andag (Waxi) 22,5. 
*‘nd’my- (Khwarezmi) 28.1. 
angist (NP) 5.6.2. 

anhairi 6.10.2. 

anhairya- 6.10.2. 

*nwysn (Sogd.) 29.2. 

ariya (OP) 31.3.4.1, 
Arsama_ fn. 579. 


arya-/arya- 31.3.4.1.; 31.3.6.1.; fn. 


$23. 

aryaman- 31.3.4.1.; 31.3.6.1. 
aryanam 31.3.4.1. 

aryn (Oss.) 31.3.6.1. 
‘spwr (Parth.) 3.1.1.3. 
atar(S) 5.3.; 5.6.; fn. 103. 
afaurun- 5.6.1. 
aSravan- 5.6.1. 

*avdar (MP) 11.3.3. 
*x§n’m (Sogd.) fn. 576. 
axtuirim 11.3.3. 

azata- 31.3.6.1. 


- *daug- 
 daugdara- 


*ba(d)istan (MP) fn. 526. 
Bayani-pS-akté (Sogd.) fn. 678. 
baozdri_ fn. 325. 

bar- (ubrtam) (OP) 5.4. 
baro@ri 22.4. 

bastan (Pahl.) fn. 526. 

baydg (NP) 32.7.3.2.1. 

brata 5.1. 
bratruya- 13.-14. 
é€atanro 6.11.1. 


dahyu- 30.1.; 30.2.3. 

dam- 30.1.; 30.2.3. 

damad (Pahl., NP) 20.; 20.1. 
daoydairi fn. 222. 

*dauc- fn. 75. 

fn. 75. 

fn, 222. 
*dauxs- fn. 75. 

*dauxsy- fn. 75. 

damana 22.2.; 28.; 30.1. 
ding paiti- 28. 

din (Khwarezmi) 33.1.2. 
docun (Oss.) fn. 75. 

ddy (NP) fn. 75. 

dosidan (MP) fn. 75. 
ddsize (NP) fn. 67. 
d6xtan (MP) fn. 7S. 
duydairi fn. 222. 

duydar- 4. 

duyd6.va_ fn. 75. 

dugsdar- 4. 

duSkize (Jud. Pers.) fn. 67. 
dux§ (Manich. MP, Inscr. MP) _ fn. 67. 
duxta 4.1. 

duxt(ar) (MP) 4. 

*duxOri fn. 67. 


ér (Pahl.) 31.3.6.1. 
ér- (MP) = 31.3.4.2. 
Erin (MP) 31.3.4.1. 
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*fdar- 
fodr- 11.3.3. 
friya- 31.2. 
*friyamana- (Scythian) 31.3.4.1. 


11.3.3. 


gona 22.1.1. 

geanda (Khot.) 31.2.1. 
gir-(MP) 11.3.3. 
yna 22.1.1. 

*grbya- 11.3.3. 
*grvya- 11.3.3. 


*habdar- (M. Iran.) 11.3.3. 

hakurana- (Gath.) 3.1.1.2. 

hamapitar- (OP) 11.3.3. 

hamatar- (OP) 11.3.3. 

handak (Phl.) 22.5. 

*hapitar- 11.3.3. 

har- 6.6. 

hara- (Gath.) 6.6. 

haraGra- 6.6. 

harisi 6.5.-7.; 6.10.; 6.10.2.; fm. 127, 
145, 

hazanrd-hunam fn. 18. 

ha@ya- fn. 583. 

*ha-xSnad-ma- fn. 526. 

hér (Pahl.) 31.3.6.1. 

*hi- 6.10.2. 

hunu- 3.; fn. 18. 

huyayna_ fn. 25. 

hva/hva 6.13.6. 


idzdz (Oss.) 23. 

igurun (Oss.Digor.) 3.1.1.2.; fn. 42. 
inga (Pashto) 22.5. 

ir (Parth.) 31.3.6.1. 

Iran = 31.3.4.1. 


22.1.1. 
22.1.1. 


jani- 
jani- 


kapi- fn. 36. 

kara- (OP) 30.2.4.2. 
kara- fn. 36. 
*kau- fn. 36. 
*kau-ta-ka- 3.1.1.3. 
*kau-ka- 3.1.1.3. 
*kaura(va) fn. 36. 
*kauta-ka- 3.1.1.3. 
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kawadak (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 

kawah (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 

*kawata- (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 

*kawa@a- 3.1.1.3. 

ko&ak) (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 

kodak (Pahl., NP) 3.1.1.3. 

kok (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 

kor (M. Iran.) fn. 36. 

kdrun (Oss.Digor.) fn. 42. 

kur (Kurdish, Bakhtiari, Oss.) 3.1.1. 
2.-4. 

kiira- (Khot.) fn. 36. 

*kurna- 3.1.1.2.-3.; fn. 35. 

kurra (NP) 3.1.1.2.; 3.1.1.4.; fn. 35. 

kurrak (Pahl.) 3.1.1.2.; 3.1.1.4.; fn. 


3.1.1.3.; fn. 36, 42. 
3.1.1.3. 

Kuru§ 3.1.1.2.; 3.1.1.4. 

kurusk (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3.-4. 

kuta-ka- 3.1.1.3. 

*kuti (Iran.) fn. 42. 


limen (Oss.) 31.3.4.1. 


mad/madar (NP) 11.3.3. 
mérag (MP) 22.2, 
mise (Khot.) 22.1.3. 
mri- 22.4, 


nairi 22. 

nairya- 31.3.6.2. 
*namahvan- 6.10.2. 

napat- 9. 

napti 10. 

nar- 22, 

nomanha 6.10.2. 

niyaka- (OP) 7.; 
32.6.4.3.3. 

niya(va)ka- (OP) 7.; 11.3.2. 

nmana- 28. 

nyaka- 7, 


11.3.2.;  32.5.1.; 


padim (Khot.) 28.1. 
padir (MP) 11.3.3. 
paiti-visaiti 29.2. 
parav (Pers.) fn. 224, 
pamaus fn. 224. 
parmayuSa- fn. 224. 
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parasu- 31.2.9.2, 
parsti 31.2.9.2. 
paruviya (OP) 11.3.3. 
parvata- 31.2.9.1. 
*parya- fn. 224. 
*pati-damaya- 28.1. 
*pati-gir- 11.3.3. 

*pér fn. 224. 
porenayu-§ fn. 224. 
pir (NP) 11.3.3.; fn. 224. 
pita 1.3 11.3.3.; 32.2.1. 
prnw§ (Armazi) fn. 224. 


prvya- 11.3.3. 
pita 1.; fn. 229, 
ptar- 11.3.3. 


*ptur(v)ya- 11.3.3. 


pus/pusar (NP) 11.3.3.; 32.2.1. 


puStai (Afghan) 31.2.9.2. 
pudra- 3.1.2. 


ra- 31.1.5. 
rad.(MP) 31.1.5. 
raod- 31.1.1. 
rati- 31.1.5. 
*r-ya- 31.3.6.1. 


skau@i- (OP) fn. 41. 
SkOh (Pahl.) fn. 41. 
sm""5n (Sogd.) fn. 526. 
spur (Pahl.) 3.1.1.3. 
Swnsh (Sogd.) 19. 


tauda- (M. Iran.) fn. 428. 
taug- 4.1. 

tauma (OP) 30.2.5. 
*tauxma (OP) 30.2.5. 
tav- 30.2.5. 

tavayatiy (OP) 30.2.5. 
tavisi fn. 145. 

tisrS 6.11.1. 

toda (NP) 30.2.3. 

tiirya = 11.; 11.3.3.; fn. 222. 
toxta (OP) 4.1. 

two'k (BS) 30.2.3. 

twdy (CS) 30.2.3. 


*us-purna- 3.1.1.3. 


vatusa- fn. 224, 
vadiil- 32.7.3.2.1. 


vidava 23. 

vis- 29.4. 

vis- 22.3.; 30.1.; 30.2.3. 
vis- (Yaynobi) 29.2.; 29.4. 
vis-pati- 22.3. 

*Vivahana fn. 144, 
Vivana (OP) fn. 144. 
vivanha 6.10.2. 
vivanhana- 6.10.2. 
voiyna fn. 393. 

wac (Yazghulami) fn. 226. 
*“waispuéris 31.3.4.1. 
war- (Oss.) 31.3.6.1. 
waspuhr (Pahl.) 31.3.4.1. 
waspuhragan (Pahl.) 31.3.4.1. 
wayOdagan (Pahl.) 32.7.3.2.1. 
wic (Sankoli) fn. 226. 
*widawa-ti- 23. 
*widwedz (Oss.) 23. 
*wikur- 3.1.1.2. 
wis-puhr 31.3.4.1. 
*wispuOra- 31.3.4.1. 
wk’wr (Sogd.) 3.1.1.2. 
wys’y (MP-Turf.) 29.2. 


xastan (NP) fn. 526. 
xézad (NP) fn. 526. 

xo (Oss.Iron) 6.1. 

xusrii (Pers.) 17.-18. 
x’anhar- 6. 

x’asura- 17.-18. 

xwere (Oss.Digor.) 6.1. 


yor (Afghan) 26. 
ysamtha (Khot.) fn. 267. 


*zam- 20.3.2.; fn. 267. 
*zama- 20.2.; 20.3.1. 
zamaoya- 20.2. 
zamatar- 20.; 20.2.; 20.3.; 20.3.1. 
zamavya- 20.2.; 20.3.1.; 20.6. 
zamne (Afghan) 20.3.2. 
zan- 6.10.2. 

zanin (Turfan) 22.1.1. 

Zanin (Parth.) 22.1.1. 
zantu- 30.1.; 30.3.2. 

zaman (Afghan) 20.3.2. 
zamana_ 20.3.2. 

zum (Afghan) 20.2. 
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(ll) ITALIC 


(O. = Oscan, U. = Umbrian, V. = Venetic, Fal. = Faliscan; Pael. = Pae- 
lignian; Latin is unmarked) 


ador 5.6.1.; fn. 10), 102. 
alius 31.3.4.2.; 31.3.8.4. 
anus 8.; 32.6.4.5.3. 
arare fn. 528. 
argentum 31.3.4.2. 
arx t6ta 30.2.1). 
assaratum 6.9. 
asser 6.9, 
ater 5.3.; 5.6.1.; fn. 99. 
atraest (V.) fn. 99. 
auia 8.; 32.6.4.5.3. 
auitus 11.3.1.; fn. 213. 
auonculus 
3.1.-4.; 32.6.4.5.4. 


auos 7.; 32.5.1.; 32.6.3.1.-4.; 32.6.4. 


3.1. 


Bevilacqua (Ital.) 5.5. 
Boileau (Fr.) 5.5. 
“breuima 31.1.2. 
breuis 31.1.2. 
*breu(i)soma 31.1.2. 
brima 31.1.2. 


casado (Span.) 6.11.2. 

céd6 29.4. 

cerebrum 17.-18.1. 

concibo 4.1. 

coniux 22.1.3. 

consobrinus 15.-16.; 32.6.3.1. 
co-uterinus 5.1. 


deus 31.2.4. 

diuos 31.2.4. 
domina 25.4, 
dominus 22.2. 
domus 28. 
donn(ol)a (Ital.) 25.4. 
diicere fn. 75. 


egere 5.6.2. 
emo 20.3.2. 


11.3; 32.5.1.; 32.6.1.; 32.6. 


fCc- fn. 425. 

filius 3.3. 

frater 5.1.; 32.6.3.1.-2. 
Frutis 22.4. 

futir (O.) 4.; fn. 77. 


*g(a)lds fn. 356. 

geminus 20.3.1. 

gener 3.1.2.4.; 20.; 20.3.-20.3.2.; 32. 
1.9.; 32.5.6. 

genitor 20.3. 

genitricés 26. 

gens 30.1. 

genus 6.12. 

*glakt- 25.2. 

glis 25.3.; fn. 362. 

glos 25.-25.2.; fn. 352, 355. 


heugo- (V) 31.1.2. 
homd 22.1.3. 
homunculus 9.3.2. 


*ianiter 26.; fn. 366. 
janitricés 26. 

ignis 5.6.2. 

infans_ fn. 47. 

Iuppiter 6.9.; 32.3; fn. 252. 
juuenca 22.1.3. 


Jac 25.2.; fn. 358. 

leuir 24. 

liber 31.1.-3.; 31.1.7. 

liberi 3.1.2.4.; 31.1.1.; fn. 439, 
lippus 6.9. 

“loiberos 31.1. 

*loiferos 31.1. 

loifirta(to) (Fal.) 31.1. 
Loudera (V.) 31.1.2.; fn. 441. 
louderobos (V.) 31.1. 
*loudheros (Ital.) 34.1.-31.1.3. 
*louferos (Ital.) 31.1. 

loufir (Pael.) 31.1. 
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maritus 21]. 

mas 3.1.2.3. 
masculus 3.1.2.3. 
mater 2. 

métiri fn. 9. 


9.1.5 13.-14.; 
32.6.3.4.; 


nepos 9.; 
32.6.3.1.-2.; 
32.6.4.4.1.-2. 

neptis 10.; 32.6.4.3.1. 

neruos fn. 546, 

nurus 19, 


*ouk(es-e)sor fn. 162. 


paruos 3.1.2.. 

pater 1. 

paternus fn. 213. 

*patrawos_ 11.3.3. 

patrius fn. 213. 

patruélis 15.-16.; 32.6.3.1. 

patruus 
32.6.3.3.; fn. 214, 218. 

paucus 3.1.2. 

pir(U.) 5.6.2.. 

*posind § 31.2.9.2. 

*positis 31.2.9.2. 

positus 31.2.9.2. 

postis 31.2.9.2. 

profanus 31.2.4. 

profectd 31.2.4. 

prope 31.2.4. 

proprius 31.2.4. 

piibés fn. 53. 

puer 3.1.2.4.-5.; fn. 53, 60. 

puklo-~ (Ital.)  3.1.2.; 3.1.2.4. 

purgare fn. 127. 

purus 3.1.2.4.; fn. 107. 


32.5.4.; 
32.6.4.3.1.; 


11.;11.3.3.;32.5.1.;32.6.3.1.; 


putillus 3.1.2.4.; fn. $8. 
putus 3.1.2.4.; fn. 58. 
pu(wyer 3.1.2.5. 


rés 31.1.5. 
robigd = 30.2.1, 
Rdma tota 30.2.1. 


sé 6.13.2. 

signifer 5.5. 

sobrinus 6. 

socer 3.1.2.4.; 17.-18. 
socrus 17.-18.; fn. 218. 
soror 6.; 32.6,3.2. 

sponsa (Late Lat.) 6.11.2. 


sponsus (Late Lat.) 6.11.2.; 21. 


sus 11.3.3. 
suus 6.13.1, 


teuta (V.) 31.1.2. 

totus 30.2.1.; 30.2.5. 
touto (O.) 30.2.; fn. 428. 
trab(é)s 29.6.; fn. 396. 
trahere fn. 75. 

traire (Fr.) fn. 75. 
triibum (O.) 29.6. 
turba 29.6. 


vatra (Rum.) 5.6.1. 
Uber 6.9. 

ueho — 3.2.7.3.2.1. 
uicus 29. 

uidua 23. 

ur 21). 

uira (OLat.) fn. 272. 
*uk-sér 6.5. 


uxor 6.3.; 6.5.; 6.11.; 6.11.2.; 


18.3.3 22.; fn. 155, 162. 


(12) PHRYGIAN 


ad-dak- fn. 425. 
Bavexog fn. 275. 


Bovox fn. 275. 
gelaros 25.2.-3, 
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(13) SLAVIC 


S] = (Common) Slavic; OCS not marked; R(uss). = Russian; SC = Serbo- 


Croat; Cz = Czech; P = Polish 


*anonko- (SI) fn. 202. 
*awyo- 11.3.3. 


birati fn. 469. 
bratan (R.) 32.5.2. 
brat(ry» 5.1. 


dédp (SI) 12. 
déverh 24, 
dpsti 4. 
domb 28. 


drug druga(R.) 31.3.7.2.; 31.3.8.4. 


drugp 31.3.4.2. 
drugyjb 31.3.4.2. 


glavar (SC) 17.-18.; 32.1.7. 
gospods fn. 196. 
*p’eni-is-o- (SI) 22.1.1. 


iskati 22.].1. 
jatry (R.) 26. 


korova (R. Dial.) 22.1.3. 
korovaj (R.) fn. 292. 
kovarms fn. 549. 

krenuti = 31.2.11. 
kriti(OR) 31.2.11. 


Hjudsje 31.1.1. 
jude 31.1.0. 


mati 2. 


nemluwné (Cz) fn. 47. 
netii(OR) 32.5.4. 


oglb 5.6.2. 

ognb 5.6.2. 
*ongko- 9.3.2. 
otrokn 9.2. 

otpes |. 

othdati 32,7.3.2.2., 


pleme 30.2.5. 

plods 30.2.5. 

polk (R.) 30.2.4.2. 

pri 31.2.8.; fn. 469. 
prijatel(jp) (SI) 31.2. 
prijati (SI) 31.2.; 31.2.5. 
prbsi  31.2.9.2. 

pblkp (SI) 30.2.4.2. 


sestra 6. 

snbxa_ 15. 

stryi (OR) }. 

Surin (R.) 27.4.; 32.7.2.1. 
Sure -27.4.; 32.7.2.1. 
svekry 17.-18.; 26. 
svek(b)rb 17.-18. 
synovka (R. Dial.) 19. 
synowa (P.) 19. 

synb 3, 


ujb 11.3 11.3.3.; 32.5.1. 
*ungko- 9.3.2.; 32.6.4.5.3. 


vatra 5.6.]. 

vezq 32.7.3.2.1. 

vyjti zamuZ (R.) fn. 665. 
vpdova 23. 

Vbsb - 22.3.; 29. 
*“vpnokb 9.3.2. 


xbrth (OR.) fn. 42. 


yctry 26. 


zadruga (SC) 6.2.: 30.; 32.1.7.; 32.7. 


(3.2.3.). 


zeth 20.; 20.3.; 20.3.2.; 25.4.; fn. 359. 


zolov-ka (Russ.) 25. 


zply 25.; 25.1.-2.; 25.4.; fn. 359. 


Zena 22.1.1. 
Zeniti se 22.1.1. 
Zenixe 22.1.1. 


Tauto-medes 30.2.2. 


ckacar (A) 4. 
macar (A) 2. 
macer (B) 2. 
pacar (A) I. 
pacer (B) 1. 

por (A) 5.6.2. 
pracar (A) 5.1. 
procer (B) 5.1. 
puwar (B) 5.6.2. 


anya 2. 
atya 2, 
féryy 21. 


férjhez megy fn. 665. 


hazalni 29.2. 
hazas_ 6.11.2. 
hazastars 6.11.2. 
hédlgy 25.4. 
meny 25.4, 
menyecske 25.4. 
menyét 25.4. 
nénje 6.8. 
Scese 6.8. 
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(14) THRACIAN 


(15) TOKHARIAN 


Sana (B) 22.1.1. 
sar (A) 6. 

sas(u)wa (B) fn. 25. 
se(A) 3.1. 

ser (B) 6. 

soy (B) 3.1.; fn. 25. 
tkacer (B) 4. 

yasar (B) 6.9. 

ysar (A) 6.9. 


(16) HUNGARIAN 


S6zvegy 23. 

test 6.8. 

testvér 6.8. 
testvér nénje 6.8. 
testvér Sccse 6.8. 
ur-am_ 21. 

ve- 20.3.2. 

veje 20.3.2. 

vér 6.8. 

vesz- 20.3.2. 
volegény 20.3.2. 
vom 20.3.2. 
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Fox, Robin. 1967. Kinship and marriage. Pelican, Harmondsworth. Repr. 1976. 

Fox, Robin, 1975. Encounter with anthropology (esp. pp. 71-111 on ‘Family 
and Kinship’). Penguin, Harmondsworth. 

GERSHEVITCH, Ilya. 1973. Genealogical descent in Iranian. Bulletin of the 
Iranian Culture Foundation 1, 71-86. 

GREENBERG, Joseph H. 1966. Kinship terminology, in: Language Universals 
(CTL 3, 61-112) 100-111. 

KRONENFELD, David B. 1976. Computer analysis of skewed kinship termino- 
logies. Lg. 52, 891-918. 

LEECH, Geoffrey. 1974. Scmantics. Pelican, Harmondsworth. (pp. 237-262: 
Kinship Semantics). 

MALKIEL, Yakov. 1976. Multi-conditioned sound change and the impact of 

_ morphology on phonology. Lg. 52; 757-778. 

STARKE, Frank. 1977. Die Funktionen der dimenstonalen Kasus und Adverbien 
im Althethitischen. Wiesbaden. 

STRAIGHT, H. Stephen. 1976. The transformational-gencrative grammar of 
American English kinship terminology: A revision of Bock’s 1968 analysis. 
Anthropological Linguistics 18, 157-167. 

WoRvIcK, Frank J. F. 1975a. Siriond kinship terminology. DAL 41, 242-285. 


(6) To the footnotes. 


Fn. 3: Of historical interest is Sh. Shukia, Kinship system in Panuini's 
Astidhyayi. Languages and Linguistics, Georgetown Working 
Papers 2, 1971, 77-93. 

Fn. 11: Cf. now also V, Riike-Dravina, ‘Mama* and ‘papa’ in child lan- 

" " guage. Journal of Child Language 3, 1976, 157-166. 

Fn. 12 fin: Cf. Bomhard, Orbis 24 (1975), 1977, 383. 

Fn 25: Tokh. soy/se arc traced by Klingenschmitt, 5. Fachtagung (1973), 
1975, 1514, to Proto-Tokh. *seyus, dissimilated in its turn from IE 
*suyus. For this type of dissimilation sce also my fn, 31. 

Fn 40: The suffix -¢ak/-5k (see Salemann, Mittelpersisch, 1901, 281; Horn, 
Npers. Schriftsprache, 1898. 181 f.) 1s no doubt also seen in Pahl. 
hunusk (MacKenzic gives hunugak) for which Klingenschmitt has 
recently suggested an improbable source (see 5. Fachtagung, 1975, 
1507), and in Pahl. Amysk ‘always’ which accordingly represents 
anaptyctic hamé(w)-Sg from hamé(w)-éak-. 

Fn, 44 fin: I add here that the form *karnwdsug ‘great-(great-) grandchild’, 
‘reconstructed by Gershevitch (1973 : 84), will also contain *kuru- 
‘son’, not a semantically unique turn ‘in succession’. 


Fn. 


Fn. 


46: 


54: 


Fn 75: 


Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 
Fn. 
Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 
, 300: 
Fn. 


76 fin: 


92: 


140: 


185: 
192: 


196: 


. 224 fin. : 


295 fin.: 


331: 
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A further cognate of IE *pau- “small, few’ is in all likelihood found 
in Celtic. D. Greene has recently suggested (Eriu 22, 1971. 18: 
27, 1976, 128) that Olr éthad, vathad n. *paucus, rarus; smal)ness, 
few(ness)’ and W odid m. ‘rarity’. based on an adjectival form in 
-0-, are to be traced to “au-titos from Olr tinaid ‘fades away’; 
Hamp has argued (Eriu 26, 1975, 174) that the prefix cannot be 
*au- and suggested *a/(p)o instead. But. for semantic reasons, the 
derivation from fi- ‘waste away” cannot be right. And, because 
of the Welsh form which requires -fito- or( !) -dito-, the long favoured 
*pau-tato- (cp. Vendryes, Lexique étym. 0-35), cannot be right 
either. But a form *pdawo-tit-o-, a vrddhi-derivative of “pawo-tur- 
(i.e. an abstract from our *pawo-) fits not only the meaning but 
also the form since */p)dwou- before the juncture had to be syn- 
copated to *dau-/*auu-. 

Further speculations are advanced by Cop. Sprache 22, 1976, 
25-28. 

Burrow thinks (Fs. Palmer. 1976, 36) that an Aryan *dhaus- ‘milk* 
must also be posited. 

Since Ind. duh- means not only ‘milk’ but also ‘herausstr6men 
lassen” (Samen, Regen. etc.) there is the further possibility that it 
represents, or absorbed, a derivative *cdheu-gh- of the wide-spread 
root *dheu- ‘flow’. see Pokorny 1959: 259f. 

For the transformational view sce also B. Comrie, The syntax of 
action nominals, Lingua 40, 1976, 177-201; O. Panagl, Zur lexi- 
kalistischen Hypothese in der Worthildungstheorie, in: Akten des 
Kolloquiums der Sektion fir Diachrone Sprachwissenschaft (1975), 
Innsbruck 1976, 25-55; and alrcady in: 5. Fachtagunyg (1973), 1975, 
2346. 

Note that the fem. *esdr would be matched in structure by fem. 
*ghesor ‘hand’ if this is correctly reconstructed by Schindler. IF 72, 
1968, 246. 

For further, and later, Iramian forms sec Gershevitch 1973. 

On Hitt. hassa etc., see now H.C. Melchert, RHA 31, 1976, 57-70, 
and Laroche, ibid. 65°. 

Concerning the form of the first member of the karmadharaya- 
compound *Hne-pot(ijs (as also *swe-kuros, 17.-18.1, and Pre- 
Germanic *weike-potni, see fn. 312 below) it should be pointed 
out that e/o-stems could originally appear with final -e-, cf. SeFe- 
Smpoc (sce Schwyzer 1939: 438); alternatively -e- might be due 
to the dissimilation of o-o (and o-u?) to e-o (and e-x?), cf. avipe- 
ydvocg from (and besidc) advidpopdvos. 

At all events, it is impossible to assume—as is done by Coxon, 
Acta Ant. Hung. 21, 1973, 194. 197—that Armazi prnws is parnu + 
the Iranian pronoun -s! 

Cf. also Brugmann, IF 28, 1911, 284. 

Cf. Gentili, Gnomon 48, 1976, 745. 

For simple *tck- see Watkins, IE origins of the Celtic verb, 1962, 
119; for *sek*- Hamp, EC 14, 1976, 466!. 


240 


Fn. 
Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 
Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn. 
Fn. 
Fn. 
Fn. 


526: 


592: 


P. 43: 


Fn. 


Fn. 


Fn 428fin : 
Fn. 533: 


Fn. 583: 


92: 


98: 
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This interpretation has been rejected by Kammenhuber (Reallexikon 
der Assyriologie V/1, 1976, 93B) also. 

On Lycian arawa (‘freedom*® and ‘immunity’) see also Heubeck, 
Incontri Linguistici 2, 1975, 85f. 

O. Grénvik returns to the reading with si, and interprets qsijosteR 
as the superlative of an unattested *qsija- ‘loving, Jovable, beloved’, 
see NTS 30, 1976, 159.163.176.184 fn. 64. 

A further example of the development of (secondary) di to d@ 1s 
Pahl. ‘rw’se’n (cf. Arm. Arouastan) from Arbdyistan, sec Henning, 
ZDMG 90, 1936, 8°. 

An intercsting example is also Engl. (!) acush/a ‘darling’ (not fisted 
in the OED but recorded in the Concise Oxford Dictionary and 
the Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology) which is borrowed 
from the Irish vocative d cuisle (mo chroidhe) ‘o pulsc (of my heart)’. 
For a diagram see Fox 1976: 257. 

For a recent description of a society with cross-cousin-marriage 
system sce R.W. Casson & R.J. Gregory, Kinship in Tanna, 
Southern New Hebrides: Marriage rules and cquivalence rulcs. 
Anthropological Linguistics 18, 1976, 168-182. 

For a “computer analysis of skewed kinship terminologies” sce now 
D. B. Kronenfeld 1976. 

For further discussion see now Wordick 1975a, esp. 242f., 267f., 
282 (with the comments of H. W. Scheffler, AL 42, 1976, 272-277); 
C.H. Brown 1976, and H.S. Straight 1976. 

Cf. also Fox 1976: 225-227, 252-256. 

For a discussion of the avunculate note Fox 1976: 230f. 

Sce now also Malkiel 1976, esp. 774. 

For a recent discussion of these verbs sce Arbeitman, RHA 31, 
1976, 101 f. 


FINAL ADDENDA 


The comprehensive reflexivity of IE *swo- will provide the 
explanation for the curious fact that Hitt. syi- (= swi-!) is used for 
all persons of the plural, cf. Kiihne, ZAss 62, 1973, 253 fn. 93. 
Note also R. Beard, On the extent and nature of irregularity in the 
Icxicon, Lingua 42, 1977, 305-341. 

See now Hamp, Fs. Issatschenko, 1976, 201-210. 

Differently now Neumann, KZ 90, 1977, 142-143. 

Dumézil upholds his views in his most recent work, Fétes romaines 
d’eté et d'automne, 1975, 130. 

IE *alyo- survives in Lycian also if Carruba is right in interpreting 
(SMEA 11, 1970, 27-36) alaha- as ‘mutare, trasformare, alterare’. 


